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ABSTRACT

In the mean field regime, neural networks are appropriately scaled so that as the
width tends to infinity, the learning dynamics tends to a nonlinear and nontriv-
ial dynamical limit, known as the mean field limit. This lends a way to study
large-width neural networks via analyzing the mean field limit. Recent works have
successfully applied such analysis to two-layer networks and provided global con-
vergence guarantees. The extension to multilayer ones however has been a highly
challenging puzzle, and little is known about the optimization efficiency in the
mean field regime when there are more than two layers.

In this work, we prove a global convergence result for unregularized feedforward
three-layer networks in the mean field regime. We first develop a rigorous frame-
work to establish the mean field limit of three-layer networks under stochastic gra-
dient descent training. To that end, we propose the idea of a neuronal embedding,
which comprises of a fixed probability space that encapsulates neural networks of
arbitrary sizes. The identified mean field limit is then used to prove a global con-
vergence guarantee under suitable regularity and convergence mode assumptions,
which — unlike previous works on two-layer networks — does not rely critically
on convexity. Underlying the result is a universal approximation property, natural
of neural networks, which importantly is shown to hold at any finite training time
(not necessarily at convergence) via an algebraic topology argument.

1 INTRODUCTION

Interests in the theoretical understanding of the training of neural networks have led to the re-
cent discovery of a new operating regime: the neural network and its learning rates are scaled
appropriately, such that as the width tends to infinity, the network admits a limiting learning
dynamics in which all parameters evolve nonlinearly with time'. This is known as the mean
field (MF) limit (Mei et al. (2018); Chizat & Bach (2018); Rotskoff & Vanden-Eijnden (2018);
Sirignano & Spiliopoulos (2018); Nguyen (2019); Aratjo et al. (2019); Sirignano & Spiliopoulos
(2019)). The four works Mei et al. (2018); Chizat & Bach (2018); Rotskoff & Vanden-Eijnden
(2018); Sirignano & Spiliopoulos (2018) led the first wave of efforts in 2018 and analyzed two-
layer neural networks. They established a connection between the network under training and its
MF limit. They then used the MF limit to prove that two-layer networks could be trained to find
(near) global optima using variants of gradient descent, despite non-convexity (Mei et al. (2018);
Chizat & Bach (2018)). The MF limit identified by these works assumes the form of gradient flows
in the measure space, which factors out the invariance from the action of a symmetry group on the
model. Interestingly, by lifting to the measure space, with a convex loss function (e.g. squared loss),
one obtains a limiting optimization problem that is convex (Bengio et al. (2006); Bach (2017)). The
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analyses of Mei et al. (2018); Chizat & Bach (2018) utilize convexity, although the mechanisms to
attain global convergence in these works are more sophisticated than the usual convex optimization
setup in Euclidean spaces.

The extension to multilayer networks has enjoyed much less progresses. The works Nguyen (2019);
Aradgjo et al. (2019); Sirignano & Spiliopoulos (2019) argued, heuristically or rigorously, for the
existence of a MF limiting behavior under gradient descent training with different assumptions. In
fact, it has been argued that the difficulty is not simply technical, but rather conceptual (Nguyen
(2019)): for instance, the presence of intermediate layers exhibits multiple symmetry groups with
intertwined actions on the model. Convergence to the global optimum of the model under gradient-
based optimization has not been established when there are more than two layers.

In this work, we prove a global convergence guarantee for feedforward three-layer networks trained
with unregularized stochastic gradient descent (SGD) in the MF regime. After an introduction of
the three-layer setup and its MF limit in Section 2, our development proceeds in two main steps:

Step 1 (Theorem 3 in Section 3): We first develop a rigorous framework that describes the MF
limit and establishes its connection with a large-width SGD-trained three-layer network. Here we
propose the new idea of a neuronal embedding, which comprises of an appropriate non-evolving
probability space that encapsulates neural networks of arbitrary sizes. This probability space is in
general abstract and is constructed according to the (not necessarily i.i.d.) initialization scheme of
the neural network. This idea addresses directly the intertwined action of multiple symmetry groups,
which is the aforementioned conceptual obstacle (Nguyen (2019)), thereby covering setups that can-
not be handled by formulations in Aradjo et al. (2019); Sirignano & Spiliopoulos (2019) (see also
Section 5 for a comparison). Our analysis follows the technique from Sznitman (1991); Mei et al.
(2018) and gives a quantitative statement: in particular, the MF limit yields a good approximation
of the neural network as long as ”;ﬁln log nmax < 1 independent of the data dimension, where 1,y
and Np,.x are the minimum and maximum of the widths.

Step 2 (Theorem 8 in Section 4): We prove that the MF limit, given by our framework, con-
verges to the global optimum under suitable regularity and convergence mode assumptions. Several
elements of our proof are inspired by Chizat & Bach (2018); the technique in their work however
does not generalize to our three-layer setup. Unlike previous two-layer analyses, we do not exploit
convexity; instead we make use of a new element: a universal approximation property. The result
turns out to be conceptually new: global convergence can be achieved even when the loss function
is non-convex. An important crux of the proof is to show that the universal approximation property
holds at any finite training time (but not necessarily at convergence, i.e. at infinite time, since the
property may not realistically hold at convergence).

Together these two results imply a positive statement on the optimization efficiency of SGD-trained
unregularized feedforward three-layer networks (Corollary 10). Our results can be extended to
the general multilayer case — with new ideas on top and significantly more technical works — or
used to obtain new global convergence guarantees in the two-layer case (Nguyen & Pham (2020);
Pham & Nguyen (2020)). We choose to keep the current paper concise with the three-layer case
being a prototypical setup that conveys several of the basic ideas. Complete proofs are presented in
appendices.

Notations. K denotes a generic constant that may change from line to line. |-| denotes the absolute
value for a scalar and the Euclidean norm for a vector. For an integer n, we let [n] = {1, ..., n}.

2 THREE-LAYER NEURAL NETWORKS AND THE MEAN FIELD LIMIT

2.1 THREE-LAYER NEURAL NETWORK

We consider the following three-layer network at time k € N> that takes as input z € R%:

Y (2 W (k) = 3 (Hs (2; W (k) , (1
Ha (oW (1) = = 3 wa (k. jz) o2 (Ha (o2 W (1)



Published as a conference paper at ICLR 2021

Ha (0,00 W (K) = == > wa (b a. o) o (wa (b)),

in which W (k) = (w1 (k,-), w2 (k,-,-), w3 (k,-)) consists of the weights> w1 (k,j1) € RY,
wo (k,j1,72) € Rand ws (k,j2) € R. Here 1 : R = R, o : R — Rand p3: R — R are the
activation functions, and the network has widths {n,ns}.

We train the network with SGD w.r.t. the loss £ : R x R — R>o. We assume that at each time &,
we draw independently a fresh sample 2 (k) = (z (k) ,y (k)) € R? x R from a training distribution

P. Given an initialization W (0), we update W (k) according to

W3 (IC + 1,j2) = W3 (k,]g) - 653 (kﬁ) Grad3 (Z (k) ,jg; W (k)) y

wa (k+1,j1, j2) = w2 (K, j1, j2) — €2 (ke) Grads (2 (k) , j1, j2; W (k)

wi (k+1,71) = w1 (k,j1) — €61 (ke) Grady (z (k) , j1; W (k) ,
inwhich j; =1,...,n1, j2 = 1,...,n2, € € Ry is the learning rate, ; : R>¢ +— R>¢ is the learning
rate schedule for w;, and for z = (z,y), we define

Grads (2, ja; W (k) = 02L (y, ¥ (23 W (k))) @3 (Hz (25 W (E))) 2 (Ha (, j2; W (k))) ,

Grady (2, j1,j2; W (k) = A5 (2, 52; W () @1 ((w (K, j1) , 7)),

Grady e, W (1) = (- 30 AF e W (1) wa (. d2) ) (1 (8.1) )

AG (2, jo; W (k) = 02L (y, 5 (23 W (k))) s (Hs (23 W (K))) w (K, ji2) 0 (Ha (2, j2; W (K))) .

We note that this setup follows the same scaling w.r.t. n; and ng, which is applied to both the
forward pass and the learning rates in the backward pass, as Nguyen (2019).

2.2  MEAN FIELD LIMIT

The MF limit is a continuous-time infinite-width analog of the neural network under training. To
describe it, we first introduce the concept of a neuronal ensemble. Given a product probability space
(Q,F,P) = (21 x Qo, F1 X Fi, P X Py), we independently sample C; ~ P;, i = 1,2. In the
following, we use E¢, to denote the expectation w.r.t. the random variable C; ~ P; and ¢; to denote
an arbitrary point ¢; € ;. The space (2, F, P) is referred to as a neuronal ensemble.

Given a neuronal ensemble (€2, F, P), the MF limit is described by a time-evolving system with
state/parameter W (¢), where the time ¢ € R>q and W (t) = (wy (¢,-), w2 (¢, -, ), ws (¢, -)) with
w1 - RZO x Q0 — Rd, wo RZO X 1 x Q9 — Rand ws : RZO x 2 — R. It entails the
quantities:
§(z; W (1) = @3 (Hs (z; W (1)) ,
Hs (2; W (1)) = Eo, [ws (£, C2) @2 (Ha (2, Co; W (1)))],
Ha (z,c0; W (1)) = Ec, [w2 (£, C1, c2) 1 ((wi (¢, Ch) , 2))] -
Here for each ¢t € Rxq, wy (,-) is (©,F1)-measurable, and similar for ws (¢,-,-), ws (¢,-).
The MF limit evolves according to a continuous-time dynamics, described by a system of
ODEs, which we refer to as the MF ODEs. Specifically, given an initialization W (0) =
(w (0,-), w2 (0,-,-),ws (0,-)), the dynamics solves:
Orws (t,c2) = —&3 (t) Az (cas W (1)),
Orwa (t,c1,02) = =& () Az (c1, e, W (1)),
6tw1 (t, Cl) = —51 (t) Al (Cl; w (t)) .

Here ¢; € Q, ca € Qo, Ez denotes the expectation w.r.t. the data Z = (X,Y) ~ P, and for
z = (z,y), we define

Az (e W (1) = Bz [0:L (Y, 5 (X; W (1)) 5 (Hs (X5 W (1)) @2 (H2 (X, e W (2)))]

To absorb first layer’s bias term to w1, we assume the input z: to have 1 appended to the last entry.
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Az (c1,c0; W () = Bz [AY (Z, co; W (1)) 1 ((wr (¢, ¢1) , X))]
Ai (er; W (1) = Bz [Ec, [AF (Z,Co; W (1) w2 (¢, e1, Ca)] @) ((wn (t,¢1), X)) X],
AL (2, e, W (1) = 0oL (y,§ (a5 W (1)) @ (Hs (5 W (1)) w3 (£, ¢2) @b (Ha (z,c0; W (1)) -

In Appendix B, we show well-posedness of MF ODEs under the following regularity conditions.

Assumption 1 (Regularity). We assume that ¢1 and @s are K-bounded, ¢}, ©b and ¢4 are K-
bounded and K-Lipschitz, ¢l and @Y are non-zero everywhere, 0oL (-,-) is K-Lipschitz in the
second variable and K -bounded, and | X | < K with probability 1. Furthermore &1, &3 and &3 are
K-bounded and K -Lipschitz.

Theorem 1. Under Assumption 1, given any neuronal ensemble and an initialization W (0) such
that® ess-sup |wy (0, C1, C)|, ess-sup |ws (0,Cy)| < K, there exists a unique solution W to the
MF ODEs ont € [0, 00).

An example of a suitable setup is ¢1 = @2 = tanh, 3 is the identity, £ is the Huber loss, although a
non-convex sufficiently smooth loss function suffices. In fact, all of our developments can be easily
modified to treat the squared loss with an additional assumption |Y| < K with probability 1.

So far, given an arbitrary neuronal ensemble (2, F, P), for each initialization W (0), we have de-
fined a MF limit W (¢). The connection with the neural network’s dynamics W (k) is established in
the next section.

3 CONNECTION BETWEEN NEURAL NETWORK AND ITS MEAN FIELD LIMIT

3.1 NEURONAL EMBEDDING AND THE COUPLING PROCEDURE

To formalize a connection between the neural network and its MF limit, we consider their initializa-
tions. In practical scenarios, to set the initial parameters W (0) of the neural network, one typically
randomizes W (0) according to some distributional law p. We note that since the neural network
is defined w.r.t. a set of finite integers {n1, n2}, so is p. We consider a family Init of initialization
laws, each of which is indexed by the set {n, ns}:

Init = {p: pis the initialization law of a neural network of size {n1,n2} , n1,n2 € Nug}.

This is helpful when one is to take a limit that sends nq,n2 — o0, in which case the size of this
family |Init| is infinite. More generally we allow |Init| < oo (for example, Init contains a single law
p of a network of size {n1, no} and hence [Init| = 1). We make the following crucial definition.
Definition 2. Given a family of initialization laws Init, we call (Q, F, P, {w?}
embedding of Init if the following holds:

i—125) neuronal

1. (Q,F,P) = (21 x Qo, F1 X Fa, P; X P3) a product measurable space. As a reminder,
we call it a neuronal ensemble.

2. The deterministic functions w¢ : Q7 — R%, wd : O x Oy — Rand w§ : Qy — R are
such that, for each index {n1,ns} of Init and the law p of this index, if — with an abuse of
notations — we independently sample {C; (ji)};, c(,,] ~ P i.i.d. foreach i = 1,2, then

Law (w} (C1 (j1)) , w3 (C1(j1), C2 (j2)) , w5 (C2(j2)), ji € [na], i =1,2) = p.
To proceed, given Init and {n1, no} in its index set, we perform the following coupling procedure:

1. Let (Q, F, P, {w?}i be a neuronal embedding of Init.

:1,2,3)

2. We form the MF limit W (¢) (for ¢t € Rx() associated with the neuronal ensemble
(2, F, P) by setting the initialization W (0) to wy (0,-) = w? (), wa (0,-,-) = wI (-, ")
and w3 (0,-) = w) (+) and running the MF ODEs described in Section 2.2.

3We recall the definition of ess-sup in Appendix A.
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3. We independently sample C; (j;) ~ P; fori = 1,2 and j, = 1,...,n,. We then form
the neural network initialization W (0) with w1 (0, 51) = w? (C1 (41)), w2 (0, j1,72) =
U)g (Cl (.]1) , Cy (_]2)) and w3 (07]2) = U)g (CQ (jg)) for J1 € [nl], J2 € [TLQ] We obtain
the network’s trajectory W (k) for k € N> as in Section 2.1, with the data z (k) generated
independently of {C; (ji) },—, » and hence W (0).

We can then define a measure of closeness between W ([t/¢]) and W (¢) for t € [0,T:

Dr (W, W) =sup { |wi ([t/e], 1) —wi (t,C1 (1)), [wa ([t/€], 1, 72) — w2 (t,C1 (1), Ca2 (j2))I,
\ws ([t/€],j2) —ws (t,C2 (j2))| - t < T, j1 <na, j2 < na}. (2)

Note that W (¢) is a deterministic trajectory independent of {ny,ns}, whereas W (k) is random for
all k € N> due to the randomness of {C; (ji)},_, , and the generation of the training data z (k).

Similarly 27 (W, W) is a random quantity.

The idea of the coupling procedure is closely related to the coupling argument in Sznitman (1991);
Mei et al. (2018). Here, instead of playing the role of a proof technique, the coupling serves as a
vehicle to establish the connection between W and W on the basis of the neuronal embedding. This
connection is shown in Theorem 3 below, which gives an upper bound on %1 (W, W).

We note that the coupling procedure can be carried out to provide a connection between W and
W as long as there exists a neuronal embedding for Init. Later in Section 4.1, we show that for
a common initialization scheme (in particular, i.i.d. initialization) for Init, there exists a neuronal
embedding. Theorem 3 applies to, but is not restricted to, this initialization scheme.

3.2  MAIN RESULT: APPROXIMATION BY THE MF LIMIT

Assumption 2 (Initialization of second and third layers). We assume that ess-sup |w$ (C1, C2)
ess-sup ‘wg (Cg)’ < K, where w9 and w9 are as described in Definition 2.

’

Theorem 3. Given a family Init of initialization laws and a tuple {ny,n2} that is in the index set
of Init, perform the coupling procedure as described in Section 3.1. Fix a terminal time T € eN>.
Under Assumptions 1 and 2, for € < 1, we have with probability at least 1 — 26,

1 3(T +1)n2,
I (W, W) < i <\/n— + \/E> logl/2 ((%)nmdx + e) = errsr (€,11,1n2) ,

in which i, = min{ny, na}, Nmax = max{ny,no}, and Kr = K (1 + TK).

The theorem gives a connection between W (|¢/¢|), which is defined upon finite widths 71 and no,
and the MF limit W (¢), whose description is independent of n; and ns. It lends a way to extract
properties of the neural network in the large-width regime.

Corollary 4. Under the same setting as Theorem 3, consider any test function ¢ : R x R — R
which is K-Lipschitz in the second variable uniformly in the first variable (an example of 1 is the
loss L). For any § > 0, with probability at least 1 — 39,

sup Bz [ (V.5 (X; W ([t/e])] = Ez [0 (V.9 (X;W (1)) < e"Terrsr (e,n1,n2).

These bounds hold for any n; and ng, similar to Mei et al. (2018); Aradjo et al. (2019), in con-
trast with non-quantitative results in Chizat & Bach (2018); Sirignano & Spiliopoulos (2019). These
bounds suggest that n; and ns can be chosen independent of the data dimension d. This agrees with
the experiments in Nguyen (2019), which found width ~ 1000 to be typically sufficient to observe
MEF behaviors in networks trained with real-life high-dimensional data.

We observe that the MF trajectory W (t) is defined as per the choice of the neuronal embedding
(Q,F, P, {wgJ }1.21_ 5 3), which may not be unique. On the other hand, the neural network’s trajectory

W (k) depends on the randomization of the initial parameters W (0) according to an initialization
law from the family Init (as well as the data z (k)) and hence is independent of this choice. Another
corollary of Theorem 3 is that given the same family Init, the law of the MF trajectory is insensitive
to the choice of the neuronal embedding of Init.
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Corollary 5. Consider a family Init of initialization laws, indexed by a set of tuples {my, ma}
that contains a sequence of indices {mq(m),mo(m): m € N} in which as m — oo,
min {m1 (m),mz (m)}~ " log (max {my (m),ma (m)}) — 0. Let W (t) and W (t) be two MF
trajectories associated with two choices of neuronal embeddings of Init, (Q, F, P, {w?}izl 2_3) and
(Q, ]:", I:’, {w?}izl 5 3). The following statement holds for any T' > 0 and any two positive integers
ny and no: if we independently sample C; (j;) ~ P; and C; (ji) ~ P, for ji € [ng), i = 1,2,
then Law (W (n1,n2,T)) = Law(W (n1,n2,T)), where we define W (n1,n2,T) as the below
collection w.r.t. W (t), and similarly define W (n1, na, T') w.rt. W (t):

W (n1,n2,T) = {wy (t,C1 (j1)), w2 (t,C1 (1), Ca (j2)) , ws (t,Ca (j2)) :
jl S [nl], jg S [ng], te [O,T] }

The proofs are deferred to Appendix C.

4 CONVERGENCE TO GLOBAL OPTIMA

In this section, we prove a global convergence guarantee for three-layer neural networks via the MF
limit. We consider a common class of initialization: i.i.d. initialization.

4.1 I1.I.D. INITIALIZATION

Definition 6. An initialization law p for a neural network of size {n1,ns} is called (p', p?, p?)-
ii.d. initialization (or i.i.d. initialization, for brevity), where p', p? and p? are probability mea-
sures over R%, R and R respectively, if {w (0,j1)} jie[ny) are generated i.i.d. according to o,
{w2(0,71,72)};, e[n1], jocns) are generated ii.d. according to p? and {ws3 (0, j2)}

erated i.i.d. according to p3, and w1, wo and w3 are independent.

j2€[na are gen-

Observe that given (p', p?, p®), one can build a family Init of i.i.d. initialization laws that contains

any index set {n1,ns}. Furthermore i.i.d. initializations are supported by our framework, as stated
in the following proposition and proven in Appendix D.

Proposition 7. There exists a neuronal embedding (Q, F, P, {w?}izl_z 3) for any family Init of

initialization laws, which are (pl, 0%, p3)-i. id.

4.2 MAIN RESULT: GLOBAL CONVERGENCE

To measure the learning quality, we consider the loss averaged over the data Z ~ P:
2 (V) =Ez[L(Y,5(X;V))],
where V' = (v1,v9,v3) is a set of three measurable functions v1 : Q; — R w9 : Q1 X Q9 = R,
V3 - QQ — R.
Assumption 3. Consider a neuronal embedding (Q, F, P, {w?}izl 9 3) of the (pl, p2, p3)-iid.
)

initialization, and the associated MF limit with initialization W (0) such that wq (0

0

— 0
= wy (),
wa (0,+,+) = wI (+,+) and w3 (0, -) = w§ (-). Assume:

1. Support: The support of p* is R?.

2. Convergence mode: There exist limits w1, wo and ws such that as t — oo,

E[(1 + |w3(C2)|) [w3(C2)| [w2(C1, C2)| w1 (t, C1) — w1 (Ch)[] — 0, 3)
E[(1 + |w3(C2)]) [ws(Ca)| |wa(t, C1,C2) — w2(Cy, Ca)|] — 0, 4)
E[(1 + [ws(C2)]) [ws(t,C2) — w3 (Cy)|] — 0, ®)

ess-supE¢, [|0qws (¢, C1,Cs)|] — 0. 6)
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3. Universal approximation: {1 ((u,-)) : w € R} has dense span in L? (Px) (the space
of square integrable functions w.r.t. Px the distribution of the input X ).

Assumption 3 is inspired by the work Chizat & Bach (2018) on two-layer networks, with certain
differences. Assumptions 3.1 and 3.3 are natural in neural network learning (Cybenko (1989);
Chen & Chen (1995)), while we note Chizat & Bach (2018) does not utilize universal approxima-
tion. Similar to Chizat & Bach (2018), Assumption 3.2 is technical and does not seem removable.
Note that this assumption specifies the mode of convergence and is not an assumption on the lim-
its w1, we and ws. Specifically conditions (3)-(5) are similar to the convergence assumption in
Chizat & Bach (2018). We differ from Chizat & Bach (2018) fundamentally in the essential supre-
mum condition (6). On one hand, this condition helps avoid the Morse-Sard type condition in
Chizat & Bach (2018), which is difficult to verify in general and not simple to generalize to the
three-layer case. On the other hand, it turns out to be a natural assumption to make, in light of
Remark 9 below.

We now state the main result of the section. The proof is in Appendix D.

Theorem 8. Consider a neuronal embedding (Q, F, P, {w?}i:l_2 3) of (pl, 02, p3)-i.i.d. initial-
ization. Consider the MF limit corresponding to the network (1), such that they are coupled together

by the coupling procedure in Section 3.1, under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3. For simplicity, assume
&1 (+) = & (+) = 1. Further assume either:

e (untrained third layer) &3 () = 0 and w9 (C2) # 0 with a positive probability, or
* (trained third layer) & () = 1 and & (wf,w§,w§) < Ez [L (Y, p3(0))].
Then the following hold:

e Case I (convex loss): If L is convex in the second variable, then
Jim Z(W (1)) = inf 2 (V) = it Ez [L£(Y,5(X))].

* Case 2 (generic non-negative loss): Suppose that 2L (y,4) = 0 implies L (y,9) = 0. If
y = y(z) is a function of z, then £ (W (t)) — 0 ast — oc.

Remarkably here the theorem allows for non-convex losses. A further inspection of the proof shows
that no convexity-based property is used in Case 2 (see, for instance, the high-level proof sketch
in Section 4.3); in Case 1, the key steps in the proof are the same, and the convexity of the loss
function serves as a convenient technical assumption to handle the arbitrary extra randomness of
Y conditional on X. We also remark that the same proof of global convergence should extend
beyond the specific fully-connected architecture considered here. Similar to previous results on
SGD-trained two-layer networks Mei et al. (2018); Chizat & Bach (2018), our current result in the
three-layer case is non-quantitative.

Remark 9. Interestingly there is a converse relation between global convergence and the essential
supremum condition (6): under the same setting, global convergence is unattainable if condition
(6) does not hold. A similar observation was made in Wojtowytsch (2020) for two-layer ReLU
networks. A precise statement and its proof can be found in Appendix E.

The following result is straightforward from Theorem 8 and Corollary 4, establishing the optimiza-
tion efficiency of the neural network with SGD.
Corollary 10. Consider the neural network (1). Under the same setting as Theorem 8, in Case 1,

lim lim lim Bz [£(Y,5 (G W ([t/e))] = inf 2 (fi, fofo) = inf B [£ (Y, (X))

t—o0 ni,n2 e—0

in probability, where the limit of the widths is such that min {ny,n,} " log (max {ny,ns}) — 0.
In Case 2, the same holds with the right-hand side being 0.

4.3 HIGH-LEVEL IDEA OF THE PROOF

We give a high-level discussion of the proof. This is meant to provide intuitions and explain the
technical crux, so our discussion may simplify and deviate from the actual proof.
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Our first insight is to look at the second layer’s weight wo. At convergence time ¢ = 0o, we expect
to have zero movement and hence, denoting W (oc) = (w1, Wa, W3):

A (c1, 2, W (00)) = Bz [AY (Z,c0; W (20)) 1 ({1 (1) , X))] =0,

for P-almost every c;, ca. Suppose for the moment that we are allowed to make an additional
(strong) assumption on the limit w;: supp (w1 (C1)) = R? Tt implies that the universal ap-
proximation property, described in Assumption 3, holds at £ = oco; more specifically, it implies
{p1 ((w1 (c1),+)) : c1 € Q1} has dense span in L? (Px). This thus yields

Ez [AS (Z,co; W (0))| X = 2] =0,
for P-almost every x. Recalling the definition of Al!, one can then easily show that
Ez [0:L(Y, 5 (X; W (00)))|X = 2] = 0.

Global convergence follows immediately; for example, in Case 2 of Theorem 8, this is equivalent to
that 2L (y (z), § (x; W (00))) = 0 and hence L (y (x) , g (x; W (00))) = 0 for P-almost every x.
In short, the gradient flow structure of the dynamics of wq provides a seamless way to obtain global
convergence. Furthermore there is no critical reliance on convexity.

However this plan of attack has a potential flaw in the strong assumption that supp (w; (C1)) =
R?, i.e. the universal approximation property holds at convergence time. Indeed there are setups
where it is desirable that supp (w; (C1)) # R? (Mei et al. (2018); Chizat (2019)); for instance,
it is the case where the neural network is to learn some “sparse and spiky” solution, and hence
the weight distribution at convergence time, if successfully trained, cannot have full support. On
the other hand, one can entirely expect that if supp (w; (0,C1)) = R? initially at ¢ = 0, then
supp (wy (t,C1)) = R? at any finite ¢ > 0. The crux of our proof is to show the latter without
assuming supp (w; (C1)) = R%

This task is the more major technical step of the proof. To that end, we first show that there exists
a mapping (t,u) — M (t,u) that maps from (¢,w; (0,¢1)) = (t,u) to wy (t,c1) via a careful
measurability argument. This argument rests on a scheme that exploits the symmetry in the network
evolution. Furthermore the map M is shown to be continuous. The desired conclusion then follows
from an algebraic topology argument that the map M preserves a homotopic structure through time.

5 DISCUSSION

The MF literature is fairly recent. A long line of works (Nitanda & Suzuki (2017); Mei et al. (2018);
Chizat & Bach (2018); Rotskoff & Vanden-Eijnden (2018); Sirignano & Spiliopoulos (2018);
Wei et al. (2019); Javanmard et al. (2019); Meiet al. (2019); Shevchenko & Mondelli (2019);
Wojtowytsch (2020)) have focused mainly on two-layer neural networks, taking an interacting parti-
cle system approach to describe the MF limiting dynamics as Wasserstein gradient flows. The three
works Nguyen (2019); Aradjo et al. (2019); Sirignano & Spiliopoulos (2019) independently develop
different formulations for the MF limit in multilayer neural networks, under different assumptions.
These works take perspectives that are different from ours. In particular, while the central object in
Nguyen (2019) is a new abstract representation of each individual neuron, our neuronal embedding
idea instead takes a keen view on a whole ensemble of neurons. Likewise our idea is also distant from
Aradjo et al. (2019); Sirignano & Spiliopoulos (2019): the central objects in Aragjo et al. (2019) are
paths over the weights across layers; those in Sirignano & Spiliopoulos (2019) are time-dependent
functions of the initialization, which are simplified upon i.i.d. initializations.

The result of our perspective is a neuronal embedding framework that allows one to describe the MF
limit in a clean and rigorous manner. In particular, it avoids extra assumptions made in Aradjo et al.
(2019); Sirignano & Spiliopoulos (2019): unlike our work, Aradjo et al. (2019) assumes untrained
first and last layers and requires non-trivial technical tools; Sirignano & Spiliopoulos (2019) takes
an unnatural sequential limit n; — oo before no — o0 and proves a non-quantitative result,
unlike Theorem 3 which only requires sufficiently large min {n,ns}. We note that Theorem 3
can be extended to general multilayer networks using the neuronal embedding idea. The advan-
tages of our framework come from the fact that while MF formulations in Aratjo et al. (2019);
Sirignano & Spiliopoulos (2019) are specific to and exploit i.i.d. initializations, our formulation
does not. Remarkably as shown in Aratjo et al. (2019), when there are more than three layers and
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no biases, i.i.d. initializations lead to a certain simplifying effect on the MF limit. On the other hand,
our framework supports non-i.i.d. initializations which avoid the simplifying effect, as long as there
exist suitable neuronal embeddings (Nguyen & Pham (2020)). Although our global convergence
result in Theorem 8§ is proven in the context of i.i.d. initializations for three-layer networks, in the
general multilayer case, it turns out that the use of a special type of non-i.i.d. initialization allows
one to prove a global convergence guarantee (Pham & Nguyen (2020)).

In this aspect, our framework follows closely the spirit of the work Nguyen (2019), whose MF
formulation is also not specific to i.i.d. initializations. Yet though similar in the spirit, Nguyen
(2019) develops a heuristic formalism and does not prove global convergence.

Global convergence in the two-layer case with convex losses has enjoyed multiple efforts with a
lot of new and interesting results (Mei et al. (2018); Chizat & Bach (2018); Javanmard et al. (2019);
Rotskoff et al. (2019); Wei et al. (2019)). Our work is the first to establish a global convergence
guarantee for SGD-trained three-layer networks in the MF regime. Our proof sends a new mes-
sage that the crucial factor is not necessarily convexity, but rather that the whole learning trajectory
maintains the universal approximation property of the function class represented by the first layer’s
neurons, together with the gradient flow structure of the second layer’s weights. As a remark, our ap-
proach can also be applied to prove a similar global convergence guarantee for two-layer networks,
removing the convex loss assumption in previous works (Nguyen & Pham (2020)). The recent work
Lu et al. (2020) on a MF resnet model (a composition of many two-layer MF networks) and a recent
update of Sirignano & Spiliopoulos (2019) essentially establish conditions of stationary points to be
global optima. They however require strong assumptions on the support of the limit point. As ex-
plained in Section 4.3, we analyze the training dynamics without such assumption and in fact allow
it to be violated.

Our global convergence result is non-quantitative. An important, highly challenging future direction
is to develop a quantitative version of global convergence; previous works on two-layer networks
Javanmard et al. (2019); Wei et al. (2019); Rotskoff et al. (2019); Chizat (2019) have done so under
sophisticated modifications of the architecture and training algorithms.

Finally we remark that our insights here can be applied to prove similar global convergence guaran-
tees and derive other sufficient conditions for global convergence of two-layer or multilayer networks
(Nguyen & Pham (2020); Pham & Nguyen (2020)).

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

H. T. Pham would like to thank Jan Vondrak for many helpful discussions and in particular for the
shorter proof of Lemma 19. We would like to thank Andrea Montanari for the succinct description
of the difficulty in extending the mean field formulation to the multilayer case, in that there are
multiple symmetry group actions in a multilayer network.

REFERENCES

Zeyuan Allen-Zhu, Yuanzhi Li, and Zhao Song. A convergence theory for deep learning via over-
parameterization. In Proceedings of the 36th International Conference on Machine Learning,
volume 97, pp. 242-252,2019. 1

Dyego Aratijo, Roberto I Oliveira, and Daniel Yukimura. A mean-field limit for certain deep neural
networks. arXiv preprint arXiv:1906.00193,2019. 1, 1, 3.2, 5

Francis Bach. Breaking the curse of dimensionality with convex neural networks. The Journal of
Machine Learning Research, 18(1):629-681,2017. 1

Yoshua Bengio, Nicolas L Roux, Pascal Vincent, Olivier Delalleau, and Patrice Marcotte. Convex
neural networks. In Advances in neural information processing systems, pp. 123—130, 2006. 1

Tianping Chen and Hong Chen. Universal approximation to nonlinear operators by neural networks
with arbitrary activation functions and its application to dynamical systems. IEEE Transactions
on Neural Networks, 6(4):911-917, 1995. 4.2



Published as a conference paper at ICLR 2021

Lenaic Chizat. Sparse optimization on measures with over-parameterized gradient descent. arXiv
preprint arXiv:1907.10300,2019. 4.3, 5

Lénaic Chizat and Francis Bach. On the global convergence of gradient descent for over-
parameterized models using optimal transport. In Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems, pp. 3040-3050.2018. 1, 1,3.2,4.2,4.2,5,D.2

Lénaic Chizat, Edouard Oyallon, and Francis Bach. On lazy training in differentiable programming.
In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 32, pp. 2937-2947.2019. 1

George Cybenko. Approximation by superpositions of a sigmoidal function. Mathematics of control,
signals and systems, 2(4):303-314, 1989. 4.2

Simon S. Du, Xiyu Zhai, Barnabas Poczos, and Aarti Singh. Gradient descent provably optimizes
over-parameterized neural networks. In International Conference on Learning Representations,
2019. URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=S1eK3109YQ. 1

Vitaly Feldman and Jan Vondrak. Generalization bounds for uniformly stable algorithms. In Ad-
vances in Neural Information Processing Systems, pp. 9747-9757,2018. F

Arthur Jacot, Franck Gabriel, and Clement Hongler. Neural tangent kernel: Convergence and gen-
eralization in neural networks. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 31, pp.
8580-8589.2018. 1

Adel Javanmard, Marco Mondelli, and Andrea Montanari. Analysis of a two-layer neural network
via displacement convexity. arXiv preprint arXiv:1901.01375,2019. 5

Jaehoon Lee, Lechao Xiao, Samuel Schoenholz, Yasaman Bahri, Roman Novak, Jascha Sohl-
Dickstein, and Jeffrey Pennington. Wide neural networks of any depth evolve as linear models
under gradient descent. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 32, pp. 8572—
8583.2019. 1

Yiping Lu, Chao Ma, Yulong Lu, Jianfeng Lu, and Lexing Ying. A mean-field analysis of deep
resnet and beyond: Towards provable optimization via overparameterization from depth. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2003.05508,2020. 5

Song Mei, Andrea Montanari, and Phan-Minh Nguyen. A mean field view of the landscape of two-
layers neural networks. In Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, volume 115, pp.
7665-7671,2018. 1, 1,3.1,3.2,4.2,4.3,5

Song Mei, Theodor Misiakiewicz, and Andrea Montanari. Mean-field theory of two-layers neural
networks: dimension-free bounds and kernel limit. arXiv preprint arXiv:1902.06015,2019. 5

Phan-Minh Nguyen. Mean field limit of the learning dynamics of multilayer neural networks. arXiv
preprint arXiv:1902.02880,2019. 1, 1,2.1,3.2,5

Phan-Minh Nguyen and Huy Tuan Pham. A rigorous framework for the mean field limit of multi-
layer neural networks. arXiv preprint arXiv:2001.11443,2020. %, 1, 5

Atsushi Nitanda and Taiji Suzuki. Stochastic particle gradient descent for infinite ensembles. arXiv
preprint arXiv:1712.05438,2017. 5

Huy Tuan Pham and Phan-Minh Nguyen. A note on the global convergence of multilayer neural
networks in the mean field regime. arXiv preprint arXiv:2006.09355,2020. *, 1, 5

Tosif Pinelis. Optimum bounds for the distributions of martingales in banach spaces. The Annals of
Probability, 22(4):1679-1706, 1994. F

Grant Rotskoff and Eric Vanden-Eijnden. Parameters as interacting particles: long time convergence
and asymptotic error scaling of neural networks. In Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems 31, pp. 7146-7155.2018. 1,5

Grant Rotskoff, Samy Jelassi, Joan Bruna, and Eric Vanden-Eijnden. Neuron birth-death dynamics
accelerates gradient descent and converges asymptotically. In Proceedings of the 36th Interna-
tional Conference on Machine Learning, volume 97, pp. 5508-5517,2019. 5

10


https://openreview.net/forum?id=S1eK3i09YQ

Published as a conference paper at ICLR 2021

Alexander Shevchenko and Marco Mondelli. Landscape connectivity and dropout stability of sgd
solutions for over-parameterized neural networks. arXiv preprint arXiv:1912.10095,2019. 5

Justin Sirignano and Konstantinos Spiliopoulos. Mean field analysis of neural networks. arXiv
preprint arXiv:1805.01053,2018. 1, 5

Justin Sirignano and Konstantinos Spiliopoulos. Mean field analysis of deep neural networks. arXiv
preprint arXiv:1903.04440,2019. 1, 1,3.2,5

Alain-Sol Sznitman. Topics in propagation of chaos. In Ecole d’été de probabilités de Saint-Flour
XIX—1989, pp. 165-251. Springer, 1991. 1, 3.1

Colin Wei, Jason D Lee, Qiang Liu, and Tengyu Ma. Regularization matters: Generalization and op-
timization of neural nets v.s. their induced kernel. In Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems 32, pp. 9712-9724.2019. 5

Stephan Wojtowytsch. On the convergence of gradient descent training for two-layer relu-networks
in the mean field regime. arXiv preprint arXiv:2005.13530,2020. 9, 5

Difan Zou, Yuan Cao, Dongruo Zhou, and Quanquan Gu. Stochastic gradient descent optimizes
over-parameterized deep relu networks. arXiv preprint arXiv:1811.08888,2018. 1

11



Published as a conference paper at ICLR 2021

A NOTATIONAL PRELIMINARIES

For a real-valued random variable Z defined on a probability space (2, F, P), we recall

ess-supZ =inf{z € R: P(Z > z)=0}.

We also introduce some convenient definitions which we use throughout the appendices. For a set
of neural network’s parameter W, we define

Wl = max{ _max_ sup|ws ([t/e] ,j1,j2)] max sup|ws ([¢/e],32)] }.
Ji<ni, ja<na2<T Je<na¢<T

Similarly for a set of MF parameters W, we define:

19l = macx {ess-sup sup s (1, €1, Ca)], ess-supsup s (1, C)| .
t<T t<T

For two sets of neural network’s parameters W', W”', we define their distance:

W’ = Wl =sup { W ([t/e],j1) — Wi ([t/e] , )|, [wh ([t/e] g1, 52) — wy ([t/e] 1, 32)]
wi ([t/€] . 52) —wi ([t/e] .g2)| - t€[0,T], j1 €[m], j2 € [na] }.

Similarly for two sets of MF parameters W', W", we define their distance:

”W/ - WHHT = €Ss-Sup sup { |w/1 (t,C1) — wlll (t,C1)l, |w§ (t,Cr,Co) — wl2/ (t,C1, C2)l,
t€[0,T

[wh (£, C) = w} (1, C)] }.
B EXISTENCE AND UNIQUENESS OF THE SOLUTION TO MF ODES

We first collect some a priori estimates.

Lemma 11. Under Assumption 1, consider a solution W to the MF ODEs with initialization W (0)
such that |[|[W|||o < oo. If this solution exists, it satisfies the following a priori bounds, for any

ess-sup sup lws (£, C2)| < W fllo +KT = [[W [0 + Ko, (T),
i<
%&WP%?WQGIHJBHSWWWM+KTKhMT)EWWWb+KhMT%
i<
and consequently, ||W|||r < 14+ max{Ko2 (T), Ko3(T)}.

Proof. The bounds can be obtained easily by bounding the respective initializations and update
quantities separately. In particular,

<|[[Wlo +K7T,

0
ess-sup sup |ws (¢, Cy)| < ess-sup |ws (0, Ca)| + Tess-sup sup ‘—wg (t,Cs)
t<T t<T | Ot

0
ess-sup sup |ws (¢, Cy, Ca)| < ess-sup |ws (0, Cy, Ca)| + Tess-sup sup 02 (t,C1,Ch)
t<T

t<T

< ess-sup |ws (0, C1, C2)| + KTess-supsup |ws (t, C)|
t<T

< |IW [llo +KTKq 5 (T).
O

Inspired by the a priori bounds in Lemma 11, given an arbitrary terminal time 7" and the initialization
W (0), let us consider:

12



Published as a conference paper at ICLR 2021

« for a tuple (a,b) € R%;, a space Wr(a,b) of W' = (W' (t)),p
(wll (t5 ) awl2 (ta * ) awé (t7 .))tST such that

ess-sup sup |w} (t,Ca)| < b,
t<T

ess-sup sup |wh, (t,C1, Cy)| < a,
t<T

wherew’lz RzoxﬂléRd,wéz RZQXQl ngHR,wgz RZQXQgHR,

« for a tuple (a,b) € RZ and W (0), a space W (a,b, W (0)) of W' € Wr (a,b) such
that W’ (0) = W (0) additionally (and hence every W' in this space shares the same
initialization W (0)).

We equip the spaces with the metric ||/ — TW"|| .. It is easy to see that both spaces are complete.
Note that Lemma 11 implies, under Assumption 1 and |[|WW|||o < oo, we have any MF solution W,
if exists, is in Wy ([|W |||o +Ko.2 (T), |||W |||o +o,3 (T)). For the proof of Theorem 1, we work
mainly with W ([|[W |lo +Koz2 (T), [[|W lllo +Ko3 (T), W (0)), although several intermediate
lemmas are proven in more generality for other uses.

Lemma 12. Under Assumption I, for T > 0, any W/, W' € Wr (a,b) and almost every z ~ P:

ess-supsup | A (z, Co; W (1))] < Kayp,
t<T

ess-supsup |Ha (x, Co; W' (t)) — Ha (x, Co; W (1))] < Koy [|W' — W”HT ,
t<T

sup [Hs (x; W' (t)) — Hz (2; W (1))| < Ko W =Wl
t<T

sup |02L (y, § (s W' (1)) = 0oL (y, § (z; W (1)))] < Ko [[W = Wl
t<

ess-sup SE? }Af (2,C; W' (1)) — AM (2, Co; W (t))} < Kop [|[W =W},
t<

where K, > 1is a generic constant that grows polynomially with a and b.

Proof. The first bound is easy to see:

ess-supsup | AL (z, Co; W (1))| < ess-supsup |w} (¢, Co)| < b.
t<T t<T

We prove the second bound, invoking Assumption 1:
|Hy (z, Co; W' (1)) — Ha (z, Co; W (1))
< K Jwy (t,C1, Co)l o1 ((wy (£, Ch) , ) — o1 ((wi (£, C1) )
+ K |wy (t,C1, Ca) — wy (t,C1, Cy)
< K (Jwy (¢, C1, Co)| + 1) [W = Wl
which yields by the fact W’ € Wr (a, b):
ess-sup sup |H> (v, Co; W' (1)) — Ha (2, Cos W (1))] < K (a+ 1) [W' = W1

Consequently, we have:
| Hs (2 W' (1)) — Hs (s W ()] < K |wh (£, C2)| |2 (Ha (z, Cos W' (1)) — @2 (Ha (x, Co; W (1))
+ K |wy (¢, C2) — wy (t,Ca)|
< K|ws (t, Co)| [Ha (z, Co; W (t)) — Ha (z, Co; W (1))
+ KW =W,
102L (y,§ (2 W' (1)) = 0oL (y, § (s W (1)) < K [ (2 W' (£)) — § (s W (1))
< K |[Hs (a; W' (1) — Hs (2; W7 ()],

13
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which then yield the third and fourth bounds by the fact W/, W" € Wr (a, b). Using these bounds,
we obtain the last bound:

|AY (2, Co; W' () — AY (2, Co; W (t))’
< K [ (8, Co)| (102 (5,5 (3 W' (1)) = 0L (3,5 (5 W" (1))
+ [Hs (2 W' () — Hs (x; W (1)| + [Hz (z, Co; W (t)) — Ha (z, Co; W (t))l)
+ K Jwj (¢, Ca) — wy (£, C2)
from which the last bound follows. |
To prove Theorem 1, for a given W (0), we define a mapping Fyy (o) that maps from W' =

(wé,wé,w’g) € Wr(a,b) to Fy o) (W') = W' = (@}, wh, wh), defined by W’ (0) = W (0)
an

0
&wé (t,ca) = =& (1) Az (cos W' (1)),
awé (t,e1,c0) = =& (t) Ag (c1, e W (1)),

0

&ﬂ}i (f, Cl) =-& (f) Aq (Cl; w’ (f)) .
Notice that the right-hand sides do not involve W'. Note that the MF ODEs’ solution, initialized at
W (0), is a fixed point of this mapping.
We establish the following estimates for this mapping.

Lemma 13. Under Assumption 1, for T > 0, any initialization W (0) and any W/, W" €

Wr (a,b),
ess-supsup |Ag (Co; W' (s)) — Ag (Co; W (5))| < Ko [|[W =W,
s<t
ess-sup sup [Ag (C1, Co; W' (s)) — Ao (C1, Cos W ()| < Ko [W =W, ,
s<t
ess-supsup |Aq (Ci; W' (s)) — Ay (Ci; W (5))| < Kap [|[W =W,

s<t

and consequently, if in addition W' (0) = W" (0) (not necessarily equal W (0)), then

T
ess-sup sup |w} (t, Ca) — w5 (t,C2)| < Kap (W’ — VV"HS ds,
t<T 0
T

ess-sup sup |wh (t,Cy, Ca) — wh (t,C1,Co)| < Kap W’ —Ww"|,ds,
t<T 0

T
ess-supsup | (t,C1) — w} (t,C1)| < Kap W’ —w"|,ds,
t<T 0

in which W' = (0}, wh, wh) = Fy (o) (W), W = (0,04, w5) = Fy oy (W") and Ko 3, > 1 is

a generic constant that grows polynomially with a and b.

Proof. From Assumption 1 and the fact W/, W"” € Wr (a, b), we get:
|3 (Co; W' (5)) = A (Cos W (s))] < KEz [|0:L (Y, 5 (X5W'(5))) = 2L (Y, § (X W (5)))]
+ KBz [|Hs (X; W (5)) — Hs (X; W (s)) ]
+ KBz [|Hy (X, Co; W' (s)) = Ha (X, Co; W7 (5))]],
A2 (C1, Cos W' (s)) = Ag (C1, Co; W (5))| < Kap [w) (s,C1) — wi (s,C))
+ K Bz [A31(Z,Cos W () = AT (Z,Co; W (9))]]
A1 (C; W (5)) = AL (Cis W (5))] < KapBz [|AF (2,00 W' (5)) = AY (2,00 W (5))]]

14
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+ Ko |wh (s,C1,Ca) — wh (s,C1, Co)|
+ Ko |wy (s,C1) —wf (s,C)l,

from which the first three estimates then follow, in light of Lemma 12. The last three estimates then
follow from the fact that W’ (0) = W (0) and Assumption 1; for instance,

%u’)& (s,Co) — ﬁwgf (5,C9)| ds

T
ess-sup sup |wh (t,Co) — wh (t,Co)| < / ess-sup
t<T 0 ot

T
< K/ ess-sup |Ag (Co; W' (s)) — As (Co; W (s))] ds.
0
|

We are now ready to prove Theorem 1.

Proof of Theorem 1. We will use a Picard-type iteration. To lighten notations:
Wi = Wi (IIW lllo +Koz2 (T), W lllo + Ko (T), W (0)),  F = Fwo).

Since [|[|W|||lo < K by assumption, we have |[|W ||| +Ko2 (T) + Ko,3 (T') < Kr. Recall that W
is complete. For an arbitrary 7' > 0, consider W/, W € W, . Lemma 13 yields:

T
|F (W) — F (W), < Kr / W — W, ds.

Note that ' maps to W}r under Assumption 1 by the same argument as Lemma 11. Hence we are
allowed to iterating this inequality and get, for an arbitrary 7" > 0,

T
F(k) W/ _ F(k) W// < K / HF(kfl) W/ _ F(k*l) W//
|F® ) W, <& | (W) (W)

dTy
T>

T T>
< K2 /0 /O H FE=2) (wry — =2 (| (T, < T) dT3dTs

T3

T T Ty

< K{;/ / / W = W\lg (T < o < Tp < T)dTjoyr...dTo
0 0 0

< iKk HW/ _ W//”

TR n

By substituting W” = F' (W’), we have:

S e ) - 9 v
k=1

_ F(k) " _F(k) /
. ,;H (W) = F® (W)

~
<
k=1

< 00.

T

| —

Kf W' =Wy

o

Hence as k — oo, F*) (') converges to a limit in W, which is a fixed point of F'. The unique-
ness of a fixed point follows from the above estimate, since if W’ and W are fixed points then

1 k / "
LSRRI =Wy,
while one can take k arbitrarily large. This proves that the solution exists and is unique on ¢ €
[0,T]. Since T is arbitrary, we have existence and uniqueness of the solution on the time interval
[0, 00). O

W' =Wy = |[FO (W) = PO ()

15
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C CONNECTION BETWEEN THE NEURAL NET AND ITS MF LIMIT: PROOFS
FOR SECTION 3

C.1 PROOF OF THEOREM 3

We construct an auxiliary trajectory, which we call the particle ODEs:
9 s (1,32) = ~& (0 Ez [ (v,3 (X: 0 () ) ¢ (s (X: (1)) 02 (2 (%W () )]

O (11, 32) = & (0 Bz [AF (Z s W (1) 1 (G (0,32), X))

O b (1) = 6 (B | = > AR (2, W () 2 (1,32,32) 4 (0 (1,32), X)) X |

j2=1

1
no
in which j; = 1,...,n1, jo = 1,...,n0, W (t) = (a0 (t,-) , 102 (t,-,-), W3 (t,-)), and t € R>q. We
specify the initialization W (0): w1 (0, j1) = w (C1 (j1)), w2 (0, j1,52) = w3 (C1 (j1), Ca (j2))
and ws (0, j3) = w) (Co (j2)). That is, it shares the same initialization with the neural network

one W (0), and hence is coupled with the neural network and the MF ODEs. Roughly speaking,
the particle ODEs are continuous-time trajectories of finitely many neurons, averaged over the data

distribution. We note that W (£) is random for all # € R due to the randomness of {C; ( Ji)tic1 2

The existence and uniqueness of the solution to the particle ODEs follows from the same proof as
in Theorem 1, which we shall not repeat here. We equip W (¢) with the norm

||W|||T—max{_ max_ sup | (t ju, j2)l, maxsupmg(t,jm}.
Ji<ni, ja<na ¢<T J2Sna <

One can also define the measures % (VV, W) and I (W, W) similar to Eq. (2):

Dr (W, W) = sup { w1 (t,C1 (1)) — @1 (£, C1 ()], |wa (t,Cy (j1), C2 (j2)) — w2 (t, C1 (j1), Ca (j2))I
[ws (t,C2 (j2)) — W3 (£, C2 (2))] : ¢ < T, j1 < ma,y jo < maf,

Dr (W,W) =sup { [wi ([t/e],j1) — w1 (t,C1 (70))], [wa ([t/e], 1, 52) — 2 (t,C1 (1), Ca (42))],
\wa ([t/e],j2) — w3 (t,Co (j2))| - ¢ < T, ji <, ja < mat.

We have the following results:

Theorem 14. Under the same setting as Theorem 3, for any § > 0, with probability at least 1 — 6,

2
3(T+ 1) N hax +8> eKT7

o () = o (10

in which i = min {ny, ns}, Nmax = max{ny,no}, and Kr = K (1 + TK).

Theorem 15. Under the same setting as Theorem 3, for any 6 > 0 and € < 1, with probability at

least 1 — 0,
i 2
Dr (W,W) < \/610g< ";"2 +e>eKT,

in which Kp = K (14 TK).

Proof of Theorem 3. Using the fact
D (W, W) < D (W, W) + 97 (W,W) ,

the thesis is immediate from Theorems 14 and 15. O
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C.2 PROOF OF THEOREMS 14 AND 15

Proof of Theorem 14. In the following, let K; denote an generic positive constant that may change
from line to line and takes the form

K=K (1+t%),

such that K; > 1 and K; < K forall ¢t < T'. We first note that at initialization, % (W, W) =0

Since ||W|lo < K, ||W]|z < Kr by Lemma 11. Furthermore it is easy to see that |||IV|[|o <
[0 < K almost surely. By the same argument as in Lemma 11, |||W|||r < Kp almost surely.

We shall use all above bounds repeatedly in the proof. We decompose the proof into several steps.

Step 1 - Main proof. Let us define, for brevity
s (t.2) = Hy (w3 W (1)) — Ha (@3 W (1),
2 (8,2, 2, 2) = Hha (.o W (1)) = Ha (w,c0: W (1)),
qa (t, 2, j1, j2, €1, ¢2) = AF (Z7j2; W (t)) W (t, j1,52) — A5 (2, ¢, W (£)) wa (¢, ¢1, ¢2) -

Consider t > 0. We first bound the difference in the updates between W and W. Let us start with
w3 and w3. By Assumption 1, we have:

’—wa - 2“’3 (t,C2 (j2))| < KEz (g3 (t, X)| + |g2 (¢, X, j2, C2 (j2))] -

ot

Similarly, for wy and ws,

ot
< KBy [|AF (2.2 W (1) = A (2,Ca (i2): W ()|

+ K |ws (t, Ca (j2))| w1 (¢, 51) — wi (¢, C1 (1))
< KBz [lgs (t, X)| + |q2 (t, X, j2, C2 (j2))]]
+ Ky (| (8, 1) — wi (¢, C1 (51)] + [ws (2, j2) — ws (£, C2 (52))])

< KBz [lgs (t, X)) + a2 (¢, X, ja, Gz ()] + K, 2 (W, W),

0 . .
’—wz (t,j1,J2) — w2 (t,C1 (41) , Co (32))’

and for w; and w7, by Lemma 12,

’li}l (tujl) -

prad (t,C1 (j1))

< KEz n—2 Z Ec, [ga (¢, Z, j1, j2, C1 (j1) , C2)]

j2=1

9
ot

+Ec, [|AY (Z,Cos W ()] [w2 (£, C1 (j1) , Ca)] [d1 (£, 51) — w (¢, C1 (1))

1
<KEy, ||— Z Ec, [qa (t, Z, j1, j2, C1 (j1) , C2)]
nz jo2=1
+ K7 (WW).

To further the bounding, we now make the following two claims:
* Claim 1: For any £ > 0,

max
Jj2<n2

0 0
FTR (t+&,C2(j2) — pr (t,C2 (J2))| < Ki4€€,

17
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D s (t+€,C1 (1) . Ca (i) — 2

ma —w
j1§n1-,J?2(§n2 ot ot 2
max
j1<ny
and similarly,
By (£ 4 £,32) — 2
max |[—w: — —Ww
i<y |OF 1J2) T s
0 0
N 9 ot C iy O g
jlgﬁggm 6tw2( +&, 71, 52) 8tw2( ,J1,72)
B (t+ €, 1) 0 .
max | —w JJ1) — =W
j1§n1 at ! ]1 8t !

* Claim 2: For any 1, 72,73 > 0and ¢t > 0,

(ta .]2) S Kt+§§a

< Ky e,

(t,j1)] < Keqek.

max{ max Ez (|2 (t, X, j2,C2 (32))[],  Ez[lgs (t, X)|],

J2<n2
no

J1<ny .
J2=1

> Ki (2 (W) + 91 +92 4+ )

with probability at most

2 2
ny n27i o n17; 1
—exp| ——— | + —exp (——)—I——exp<
M ( Ky > gb) K 73

Combining these claims with the previous bounds, taking a union bound over ¢

{0,£,2¢, ..., |T/€&| &} for some € € (0, 1), we obtain that

)

0 _ . 0 .
o8 (t,j2) — s (t,Ca (j2))

max ¢ max
Jj2<n2

jlﬁglxajziﬁnz ot
a8 .
max | o (t,J1) — prad (t,C4 (11))‘ }
< Kr (2 (WoW) 471+ 7 + 3 +€).

with probability at least

0 . .. 0 . .
702 (t,j1,J2) — m;w2 (t,C1 (J1), C2 (j2))

vt e [0,T],

T+1 {nl < n2712> na ( n1’y§> 1
l—-——|—exp|——" |+ Zexp([——= )|+ —exp | —
§ 7 Kr Yo Kr V3

The above event in turn implies

1 . .
max Kz || — > Ec, laa (t, Z, 41, j2, C1 (1) , C2)] }

_ng
K; ’

)

nav3
Ky )|

7 (W) SKT/Ot (2 (WW) 4+ 4+ 72 + 7 + €) ds,

and hence by Gronwall’s lemma and the fact %, (VV, W) =0, we get

Dr (WvW) < (v 472 +73 +€) k7.

The theorem then follows from the choice
1 K T + 1) n?
§= e — 10g1/2<—3( L

VvV Nmax VvV ni

We are left with proving the claims.

18

max —
5 +8> y 1=

V3= \/n_2

log!/? <3(

(t,C1 (j1), Co (jz))’ < Kiyek,

0 0
i (t+&,C1 (1)) — prad (t,Ch (jl))’ < K¢,

T+1)
0

S

2
N,
max 8> )
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Step 2 - Proof of Claim 1. We have from Assumption 1,

ds

t+&
ess-sup [ws (¢ + &, Ca) —ws (¢, C2)| < K/ ess-sup %ws (s,Co)
t

< K¢,

t1e
ess-sup |wy (t 4+ &, C1,Co) — wo (t,C1, Co)| < K/ ess-sup %wz (5,C1,C2)|ds
t

t+&
< K/ ess-sup |ws (s, C2)| ds
t
S Kt-i—fga

t+&
ess-sup |wy (¢t + &, C1) —wy (¢, Ch)| < K/ ess-sup ds
t

0
il (s,Ch)

tre
< K/ ess-sup |ws (s, C2) wa (s,C1, C2)|ds
t

< Kiqe€.
By Lemma 12, we then obtain that
ess-supEz [|Ha (X, Cos W (t + €)) — Ha (X, Cos W ()] < Ky,
Ez [[Hs (X; W (t+€)) — Hs (X; W ()] < Kiq,
ess-supEz [| A5 (Z,Co W (t +€)) — A3 (Z,Co; W (1))[] < Kipe€.
Using these estimates, we thus have, by Assumption 1,

%ws (t+&C2(j2) — %ws (t, C2 (j2))
S Kipe& + KEz [|Hs (X; W (t+€)) — Hs (X5 W (1))]]
+ Kess-supEz [[Ha (X, C; W (t +§)) — Ha (X, Co; W (1))]]

< Kiye€,

max
Jj2<n2

max | Ly (¢4 6,01 (1) Ca (2)) — Laws (1,C1 (1) . C (2)

ji<ni, j2<no | Ot ot
< Kipel + Kess-supEy [|AY (Z,Co; W (t 4 €)) — AF (Z,Co W (1))]]
+ Kess-sup |ws (t, Co)| |wy (t +&,C1) —wy (t,CY)]

SKt-i-fga
ax | Ly (646,01 (1)) — Zan (1,01 ()
J_Iflgfl atwl , U1 (1 atwl , U1 (1

< Kii¢é + KesssupEz [Ec, [|A (2, Co; W (t + €)) — AF (Z,Co; W (1)) w2 (¢, Cy, C2)|]]
+ Kess-supEc, [|ws (t,C2)| |we (t + &, C1, C2) — w2 (t,Ch, Ca)]
+ Kess-supE¢, [Jws (t, C2) wa (t, C1, C2)|] |wy (¢ + &, Ch) — wy (¢, CY)|

< Kigeé.

The proof of the rest of the claim is similar.

Step 3 - Proof of Claim 2. We recall the definitions of ga, g2 and g3. Let us decompose them as
follows. We start with gs:

|q2 (t7x7j25 02 (]2))|

= nil > g (t, 1, g2) 1 (i (£,1) ) — By [wa (t,C1, Ca (j2)) @1 ((wr (t,C1) , )]
Ji=1

max [ws (¢, j1,j2) p1 (@1 (¢, 51), @) — w2 (¢, C1 (j1), C2 (J2)) 1 (w1 (¢, C1 (G1)) )]

Jji<ni

IN
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ni

nil Z wa (t,C1 (j1), C2 (52)) 1 (w1 (£, C1 (J1)) , 2)) — Ec, [we (¢, C1, C2 (52)) 1 ((w1 (¢, C1) , x))]

+

= Q271 (I,jz) + Q2,2 ('rva) .

Similarly, we have for ¢s:

g5 (£, )|

- S i (432 2 (B (.32 (1)) =B [ (0.2 (7T (0. Cos W (tm]\

J2=1

A

< max
Jj2<nz

i (t,2) 2 (H (.32 W (1) ) = ws (1,Ca (2)) 2 (Ha (. Ca (72): W (1)

+ ni i ws (t, C2 (52)) 2 (H2 (2, C2 (j2) ;s W (1)) — Ec, [ws (t, C2) 2 (Ha (z, Cos W (t)))]‘

2 jo=1
=Q3,1(x) + Q32 ().

Finally we have for ga:

RS o .
p— > Eo, [ga (£ 2,51, 42, C1 (1) , Co)]

j2=1

< max
J2<nz

AFF (2225 W () 2 (11, 2) = A (2, Ca (j2) s W (8)) w2 (5, C1 (51) 1 Ca (2))

+ n% 22 AG (2,0 (j2); W (1) w2 (t,C1 (1) , Ca (j2)) — Ec, [AY (2, Co; W (1)) w2 (t,C1 (1), Ca)]

Jo=1
= Q11 (2,71) +Qu2(z,71) -

Now let us analyze each of the terms.

* We start with ()2 1. We have from Assumption 1,

max Ez [Q2.1 (X, j2)]
Jj2<nz

<K max_ |wg(tj1,42) — w2 (t,C1(j1),Ca (j2))]
ji<ny, ja<na

+K  max_|wz(t,C1 (j1),C2 (j2))| @1 (¢, 51) — w1 (¢, C1 (51))]

J1<ni, j2<n2

< K%, (W, W) .

* To bound ()2 2, let us write:
Zs (x,c1,¢2) = wa (t,c1,c2) p1 ({(wy (E,¢1), ).
Recall that C (j1) and C (j2) are independent. We thus have:
E[Z2 (X, C1 (1), C2 (j2)) X, C2 (j2)] = Ec, [Z2 (X, C1, C2 (j2))] -

Furthermore {Z3 (C1 (j1) , C2 (j2))};, ¢[n,) are independent, conditional on Cs (jz2). We
also have, almost surely

1Z2 (X, C1(j1), C2 (j2))| < Ko,
by Assumption 1. Then by Lemma 19,

P(Ez [Q2,2 (X, j2)] > Kiy2) < (1/72) exp (—n1y3/Ky) -
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* To bound ()3 1, we have from Assumption 1,

Ez[@31(X)] < max (K |3 (¢, j2) — w3 (¢, C2 (52))| + KiEz [lg2 (¢, X, j2, C2 (52))]])

< K9, (W, W) + K; max Ez [lgz (+ X, j2. Cz (j2))]] -
J2<na

* To bound ()3 2, noticing that almost surely
lws (¢, C2 (j2)) 2 (Hz (2, C2 (j2) s W (1)))] < Ky
by Assumption 1, we obtain
P (Ez Q32 (X)] > Ki3) < (1/73) exp (—n273 /Ko
similar to the treatment of ()2 2.

* To bound @)1 1, using Assumption 1,

Ez [Qui (Z.50)] < K max wa (t.C1 (1), Ca (72)| Bz [|AF (Z,52: W (1)) = A (2.C2 (G2): W (1)

A
K ma | (£ 1, 2) — wa (1€ (32) , C (32))| Bz [|AF (2,327 (1))

J2smn2

< K max [ws (t,C1 (j1), C2 (j2))] (|@3 (t,j2) — w3 (t, C2 (52))|

J2<n2

s (8, Ca (j2))| Ez [lgs (8 X) | + laz (¢ X, j2. Ca (i2))]])
+ Kjg?é w2 (t, j1,j2) — w2 (t,C1 (j1) , C2 (j2))| |3 (2, 52)|

< K0 (9 (W7) + Bz |l 0. 20] + e oo (1 X, Co () ).

* To bound @); 2, we note that almost surely
|AY(Z,Cy (j2) s W (1) wa (£, Ch (j1), Ca (j2))| < K fws (t,Ca (j2))] lwa (£, C1 (j1) , Ca (42))
< K.

Then similar to the bounding of ) 2, we get:
P(Ez [Q12(Z,j1)] > Kim) < (1/m) exp (—navi/Ky) -

Finally, combining all of these bounds together, applying suitably the union bound over j; € [n;]
and jo € [ng)], we obtain the claim. O

Proof of Theorem 15. We consider t < T', for a given terminal time 7" € eN>(. We again reuse the
notation K; from the proof of Theorem 3. Note that K; < K for all £ < 7. We also note that at

initialization, % (W, W) = 0. We also recall from the proof of Theorem 3 that ||| ||r < K7
almost surely.

For brevity, let us define several quantities that relate to the difference in the gradient updates be-
tween W and W:

gs (.2, 2, 52) = OuL (4,5 (5 W ())) @y (3 (; W (K))) 2 (Ha (, o3 W (K))
— 0L (5.3 (5 W (k) ) o (Hs (&5 (k ))wz( 2 (% jz;W(ke))),
73 (K, 2, j2) = &3 (ke) 0oL (y,f’ (I; w (kﬁ))) @3 (H3 ( )) P2 ( (35 J2 W ké)))
& (k) Ez 0oL (V.3 (X5 (ke)) ) o (Ha (X5 W (ko)) ) 2 (HEa (X, 32: W (k) ) )]
@2 (k, 2,2, 41, j2) = A5 (2, 42; W (k) 1 ((w1 (K, 1) , @)

~—
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— AF (225 W (ke) ) o1 (@1 (ke, o) . 3).
o (k. 2, j1,32) = € (ke) AF (2,52 W (ke)) 1 (i (ke, 1) 1))

~ & (k) Bz |AF (2,32 W (ke)) 1 (@ (ke ), X))

a (k, 2,2, = Z AF (2,52; W (k) wa (. j1, j2) 1 (W1 (k, 1) 2)) @

J2=1

—n—QZA2 (225 W (ke)) @2 (ke v, o)  ({an (ke, ) ) &,
J2=1

i (kv i) = € (k) = Y AF (202 W (he)) 2 (ke . 2) 94 (0 (e o) ) 2

— & (ke)Ey ZA2 (Z G W (K )) Wy (ke, j1,J2) 1 ({1 (ke, j1), X)) X

]21

Let us also define:
11 (h,2) = Hy (25 W (k) — Hy (W ( ke)
af! (k,,32) = Ha (2,j2: W (k) = H (2,25 W (ke) )

We proceed in several steps.

Step 1: Decomposition. As shown in the proof of Theorem 3:

0 9 .
max | 2y (¢4 €, j2) = Zrs (1 52)| < K,

0

0
a t 11, 72) — — t. 71,7 <K
jlgrgl,j);gng En Wy (t+ &, 71, 72) 6tw2( 1 J2)| < Kige,

9 9 ,
jrlnSar)Li Ewl (t+&51) - &wl (t,j1)| < K e€.

forany t > 0 and £ > 0. These time-interpolation estimates, along with Assumption 1, allow to
derive the following. We first have:

max w3 ([t/€],j2) — w3 (¢, j2)
J2<nz
lt/e]—1
<K max e Y & (ke))Eygs (k2 (k), Z, j2)]| + tKye
k_

J2<n2
<K 71211<a7:;<2 Q3,1 ([t/e],j2) + Qa2 ([t/€],j2)] + tKe,

where we define
[t/e]—-1
Qsi(It/e],j2) =€ > las(k,z(k),2 (k) 52)l,

k=0
[t/e] -1
Q32 ([t/e],j2) = |e Z rs (k,z (k) j2)|-
k=0
(Here ZWEJ "= 0if |¢/e] = 0.) We have similarly:
max (wi ([t/e] 1) =1 (t,51)] < K max [Qua ([t/e] 1) + Q2 ([t/e] 1)) + tK e,

VA
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max _ |wa ([t/e],j1,J2) — W2 (t,J1,52)| < K = max  [Qaz1 ([t/e],j1,J2) + Q2.2 ([t/€] . j1,j2)] + tEK e,

J1<ny, ja<na Ji<ni, j2<no
in which
[t/e]-1
Quailt/el, i) =€ D> lar(kz(k),z (k). 5l

k=0

Lt/e]—1
Qua([t/el ) =|e Y ri(kz(k), )|,

k=0

[t/e|—1
Q1 (lt/e) jng) =€ Y laa (k2 (k) 2 (k) G2,

k=0
Lt/e]—1

Q2.2 ([t/€] . j1,J2) = |€ Z vy (k, 2 (), j1,J2)| -
k=0

The task is now to bound Ql,l’ QLQ, Qg)l, Q272, Q371 and Qg)g.

Step 2: Bounding the terms. Before we proceed, let us give some bounds for ¢4’ and ¢, which
hold for any = € R%:

@5 (k,x,j2)| < K max (|2 (ke, g1, g2)| w1 (K, j1) — w1 (ke, j1)| + [wa (K, j1, j2) — D2 (ke, j1, j2)|)
ny

< Kkegke( )
&' (k,z)| < K nax (Iws (k, j2) — s (e, j2)| + |®3 (ke, j2)| |ad" (k, z, j2)]|)

S Kkegke (va) .
With these, we have the following:

* Let us bound )3 1. By Assumption 1,

las (k, 2 (k) 2 (k) j2)| < K (05" (k, 2 (k) , j2) + |a5” (k,z (k))]) -

We then get:
Lt/e]—1

Jmax Q31 ([t/e],j2) < Kie Z Dee (W W)
k=0

* Similarly to ()3 1, we consider Q2 1:
92 (k2 (k) 2 (k) s jn, )| < K [A5 (2 (k) s W (K)) = A5 (= (k) s W (ke) )|
K |5 (= (k) gos W (ke)) | v () — i (e, )|
< Kie ([as” (k,x (k) j2)| + |a5” (k, = (k))|)
+ K |W3 (kv.]Q) - ﬁ)3 (kﬁ,j2)| + Kk€ |W1 (kv.]l) - 12)1 (k€7j1)| )
which yields
[t/e]—1 )
N .
e, @ea (lW/e] guga) < Kue kz:%) Dre (W’W)
* Again we get a similar bound for ()1 1:

2

0 (ko (1), 2 ()30 < 50 3 (ke o )] [ A5 (2 () s W (1) = AFF (= 8) s W (k)|

j2=1
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DY (= (k) a3 W (ke) )| wa (k. 2) = w2 (ke o)

n

o faa (ke )] [ A (= (k) s W (k) ) wi (k1) = (ke o)

Jj2=1

< e (e [of (b 09 2)| + o o )] ) + K (W, W)

which yields
[t/e]—1 R
max Quu([t/e] 1) < Kee Y- T (W W).
= k=0
* Letus bound (3 2. Let us define:

k—1

15 (k, j2) ZZ% (k,z (k) j2), r3(0,42) = 0.
=0

Let Fj be the sigma-algebra generated by {z(¢): £€{0,....k—1}}. Note that
{r3 (k, j2) } ey is @ martingale adapted to {F} }, c. Furthermore, for & < T'/¢, the mar-
tingale difference is bounded: |rs (k, z (k),j2)] < K by Assumption 1. Therefore, by
Theorem 20 and the union bound, we have:

. &2
P Cg) > €) <2 SN S
(gflfrﬁ 0N, @a2 (652) 2 5) =ne eXp( K(T+1)e

* The bounding of Qs o is similar: |rs (k, z (k) , j1, j2)| < Kk almost surely by Assumption

1, and thus
52
P £, 91, 92) > <2 —_ .
(j1<ﬁ85?§<n2ee{ogl?fT/e}QQ’z( i de) 2 5) = amne exP( Ko (T + 1)e>

* Again the bounding of @)y 2 is also similar: |y (k, z (k),j1)] < K. almost surely by
Assumption 1, and thus

. £
P ) >€) <2 > ).
(f?g‘l ee{ogl,%:fT/e} Q12 (4,71) > 5) < 2n; exp ( K@)

Step 3: Putting everything together. All the above results give us

Dt)e)e (W,W) < Kre Lt%_l De (W,W) +¢{+TKre  Vt<T,

which hold with probability at least

52
1— 2n1n2 exp (-m) .

The above event implies, by Gronwall’s lemma,

Dy (W,w) < (€ +e)efiT,

Choosing £ = Kr+/(T + 1) elog (2n1n2/8) completes the proof. O

C.3 PROOFS OF COROLLARIES 4 AND 5

Proof of Corollary 4. By the assumption on ¥ and Assumption 1, we have:
[Ez [ (Y, 5 (X5 W ([t/€]) = (Y, 5 (X; W (1)))]]
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< KEz [[Hs (X5 W ([t/€])) — Hs (X5 W (1)) ]]
< KEz [[Hs (X; W (1) — Hs (X; W ([t/e] )] + KEz [[Hs (X; W ([t/e])) — Hs (X; W ([t/e] )]
An inspection of the proof of Theorem 3 (in particular, the proofs of Theorems 14 and 15) reveals

that firstly,

sup Bz [[Hs (X5 W (t)) — Hs (X; W ([t/e] €))]] < Kre,

and secondly,

sup Bz (1 Hs (X5 W ([t/e] €)) — Hz (X; W ([t/e€]))]]

min

1 3Tn?2
< KpDpr (W,W) + —— logl/2 (% + e> el
with probability at least 1 — 0. Together with Theorem 3, we obtain the claim. O

Proof of Corollary 5. Observe that for each index { N7, N2} of Init, one obtains a neural network
initialization W (0) with law p by setting
w1(0, 1) = wi(0,C1(j1)), w2(0,71,J2) = w2 (0,C1 (j1), C2 (j2)) ,
W3(07j2) = ws (0702 (]2)) ) jl € [Nl] ) j2 € [NQ] :
We consider the evolution W (k) starting from W (0), which is independent of W. Note that
W (k) is a deterministic function of its initialization W (0) and the data {2 (j) },,. Similarly, we

consider the counterpart for T/: the evolution w (k) as a function of the initialization w (0) and
the data {2 (j)},<;. Due to sharing the same distribution for both the initialization and the data,

these evolutions have the same law; to be specific, W (n1, nqe, T') and W (n1,ne,T) has the same
distribution for any ni, ng and 7', where we define

W (n1,19,T) = {w1 (k,j1), w2 (k, j1,52) , w3 (k,j2) :
g1 € [m], j2 € [no], k< [T/e] },

and a similar definition for W. (n1,n2,T). In other words,

W(w,ﬂ)z inf E[ max {w k,71) — w1 (k,j1)l,
Couplingof(ﬂ,ﬂ) k<[T/e], ji<ni, j2<nz | 1( ]1) 1( ]1)|

|wa (k,j1,72) — Wa (K, j1,72)|, |ws3 (K, j2) — W3 (, ja)] }} =0.

Theorem 3 implies that for any tuple {n1,n2} such that n; < Ny and ny < Ns, with probability at
least 1 — 26,

génlan) (Wa W) = max ( sup |W2 (tvjlan) — ws2 (ta Ol (]1) ) 02 (.]2))| )

t<T, j1<ni, j2<nz

sup |W3 (tv.]Q) — w3 (ta 02 (]2))| )

t<T, jo<nz
sup  |wy (t,51) —w (¢, Cy (jl))|) < Osr (e, N1,N3),
t<T, j1<ni
where (N)(;;r (e, N1, N3) — 0 as e — 0 and Nn_liln log Nipax — 0 with Nyyin = min { Ny, N2} and

Nmax = max {N1, Na}. We also have a similar result for W and W. As such, with probability at
least 1 — 46,

W (W,W) = inf sup { ‘wl (t,C1 (j1)) — uin (t, o) (]1))’ ,

2|
couplingof (W,W)  Lt<T, ji<ni, ja<ns
‘w2 (t,C1 (1), C2 (j2)) — 2 (t, C1(j1),Cs (1'2))’ : ‘ws (t,C2 (j2)) — w3 (tvéQ (1'2))’ }}

< A (WoW) + 2 (W W) 4+ 7 (W W)
<2057 (¢, N1, No).
By fixing the tuple {n1, no} while letting e — 0, Nn_liln log Ninax — 0 and & — 0, we obtain the

claim. O
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D GLOBAL CONVERGENCE: PROOFS FOR SECTION 4

D.1 PROOF OF PROPOSITION 7

Proof of Proposition 7. Consider a probability space (A, G, Py) with random processes R%-valued
p1 (01), R-valued py (01, 02) and R-valued ps (02), which are indexed by (61,62) € [0,1] x [0,1],
such that the following holds. Let m; and mg be two arbitrary finite positive integers and,

with these integers, let {910”) €10,1): k € [my], i =1, 2} be an arbitrary collection. For each

i = 1,2, let S; be the set of unique elements in {95’67‘) sk € [ml]} Similarly, let Rs be the set
of unique pairs in {(9§k1),0§k2)) Dk € [ma], ke € [mg]}. We have that {p; (61) : 01 € S1},

{ps (02) : 62 € Sy}and {p2 (01,602) : (61,02) € Ry} are all mutually independent. In addition, we
also have Law (p; (01)) = p', Law (p3 (62)) = p> and Law (pz (6, 05)) = p? for any 6; € S,
02 € Sy and (0], 05) € Ry. Such a space exists by Kolmogorov’s extension theorem.

We now construct the desired neuronal embedding. For ¢ = 1,2, consider 2; = A x [0, 1] and
Fi = G x B([0,1]), equipped with the product measure Py x Unif ([0, 1]) in which Unif ([0, 1])
is the uniform measure over [0, 1] equipped with the Borel sigma-algebra 5 ([0, 1]). We construct
Q = Q x Qyand F = F; x Fy, equipped with the product measure P = (P, x Unif ([0,1]))?.
Define the deterministic functions w9 : Q7 — R4, wd : Q; x Qg — Rand wd : Qs — R:

wy (A, 61)) = p1 (01) (M),

wh (A1,01), (A2, 02)) = p2 (01, 02) (A2)
wg (A2, 02)) = ps3 (62) (A2) .

It is easy to check that this construction yields the desired neuronal embedding. O

D.2 PROOF OF THEOREM 8

We first present a measurability argument, which is crucial to showing that a certain universal ap-
proximation property holds throughout the course of training.

Lemma 16 (Measurability argument). Consider a family Init of initialization laws, which are
(p*, p?, p?)-i.i.d., such that p*-almost surely |wz| < K and p*-almost surely |ws| < K. There

exists a neuronal embedding (Q, F, P, {w? }i:1 2_3) of Init such that there exist Borel functions w;
and AY* for which P-almost surely, for all t > 0,

w1 (tv Cl) = wy (tvw(l) (Ol)) )
Agl (2702§W (t)) = Ag* (t,z,wg (02)) )

where W (t) is the MF dynamics formed under the coupling procedure with this neuronal embedding
as described in Section 3.1. Furthermore,

%wi‘ (t,u1) = =& (t)/EZ (A" (t, Z,us) uzel, ((w] (t,ur), X)) X] p? (duz) p* (dus)

t
+ 51 (t)‘/o 52 (S) ]EZ,Z’ |:/A§I* (tu 27 ’U,3) Ag* (87 Z/,’U,g) p3 (du?))

X Y1 (<wiK (Svul) 7X/>) 90/1 (<wiK (tvul) 7X>)X ds,

with initialization w} (0,u) = uy for all uy € supp (p') and t > 0, where Z' is an independent
copy of Z.

Proof. We denote by K a constant that may depend on ¢ and is finite with finite . By Proposition
7, there exists a neuronal embedding that accommodates Init. We recall its construction and reuse
the notations from the proof of Proposition 7; in particular:

wf ((A1,61)) = p1 (61) (A1),
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wd (A1,01) , (A2, 02)) = pa (61,62) (X2)

wg (A2, 62)) = p3 (62) (Aa) -
Let &, 83 and Sy denote the sigma-algebras generated by w! (C;), w§ (C2) and
(w? (C1),wl (C1, Ca) ,w§ (C2)) respectively. Let S13 denote the sigma-algebra generated by S
and S3. We also let S7 to denote the sigma-algebra generated by S; and the sigma-algebra of the
data Z. We define similarly for SZ and SZ.

Step 1: Reduced dynamics. Given the MF dynamics W (), let us define
As (t,c2) = E[As (Co3 W (1))]S3] (c2)

Ay (t,c1,c0) = E[Ag (Cr, O W (1))|S2] (e1, ¢2)

Ay (t,er) = E[AL (Cis W () [S1] (1) -
We recall from the proof of Theorem 3 that for any ¢,s > 0,

ess-sup |ws (¢, C2) —ws (s, C2)| < K |t — s],
ess-sup |wy (t,C1, Ca) —wa (5,C1, C2)| < Kpys |t — s,
ess-sup |wy (¢, C1) —wy (8,C1)] < Kpys [t — 8]
Then by Lemma 13,

E |2 (£ C2) = Ag (5,Co)[*] < K[t = s
E |:|A2 (t; Ola 02) - AQ (Sa Ola 02)}2:| S KtVs |t - S|2 )

E {‘Al (t,Cl) - Al (S, Cl)‘ﬂ < Kt\/s |t - S|2 .

Therefore, by Kolmogorov continuity theorem, there exist continuous modifications of the (time-
indexed) processes Ay, As and As. We thus replace them with their continuous modifications,
written by the same notations.

Given these continuous modifications, we consider the following reduced dynamics:

%wg (t,c2) = —&5 () As (t.ca)

0 _
51172 (t,c1,c2) = =& (t) A (L, c1,c2),

%wl (ter) = —& () Ay (f )

in which:

* w1 : RZ()XQl —>Rd,’lﬂgi RZ()XQlXQg)—}R,’ng: RZ()XQg)—}R.

o W(t) = {w (t,-), w2 (t,-,-), w3 (t,-)} is the collection of reduced parameters at time ¢,
« the initialization is w; (0,-) = w{ (-), w2 (0,-,-) = wJ (,-) and w3 (0,-) = w§ (), i.e.
W (0) = W (0).

Step 2: Measurability of the reduced dynamics. Itis easy to see that ws (¢, C2) is S3-measurable
by its construction and the fact w3 (0, C2) = w9 (Cy) is S3-measurable. Similarly, ws (t, C, Ca) is
Sa-measurable and w; (¢, Cy) is S;-measurable.

Notice that there exist Borel functions w7, w3 and w3 for which P-almost surely,
ﬁ)l (t, Ol) = ’LI)T (t, w(f (Cl)) 5
w2 (ta Ola 02) = ’LI); (ta U)? (Cl) 7w3 (Olv CQ) 7wg (02)) )
ﬁ)g (t, 02) = ’LI); (t, U)g (CQ)) .
Indeed, since ws (¢, C1, Cs) is Sp-measurable, there exists a function w; (¢, -) for each rational ¢
such that the desired identity holds for P-almost every (C1, C5) and for all rational ¢ > 0. Since ws
is continuous in time, there is a unique continuous (in time) function wj (¢, -) such that the identity

holds for all ¢ > 0 and for P-almost every (Cy, C5). The same argument yields the construction of
w} and w3.
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Step 3: Measurability of constituent quantities. We show that Hy (X,Cy; W (1)) is S7-
measurable. Recall that

Ho (X, Cg; w (t)) = ECI [’lDQ (f, Cl,Cg) ©1 (<’lD1 (f, Cl) ,X))] .

By the existence of w} and w3, for each ¢t > 0, there exists a Borel function f; such that almost
surely

Wy (t,C1,Cs) 1 (01 (t,C1), X)) = fi (X, w] (C1),w (Cy,Ca) ,ws (Ca)).
We recall that p! and p? are the laws of w9 (C;) and w9 (C1, C2). We analyze the following:

T
T

E

Ho (X, Co; W (t)) - /ft (X, ul,uz,wg (Cg)) Pt (duy) P> (dus)

=E “Hg (X,Co; W (t))ﬂ +E ‘/ft (X, ur, uz, w§ (C2)) p* (duy) p° (dus)

—2E {HQ (X, OQ;W(t))/ft (X, u1, ug, w3 (Ca)) p* (duq) p? (dUQ)] .

Let us evaluate the first term:

E[[H (X, 0 W (1) ]

=E :\Ecl [fe (X,wi (C1) ,wh (G, Ca) wy (02))”2]
= E[fi (X, w] (C1),wy (C1,Ca),wy (C2)) fu (X,uw? (C),wh (CF, Ca) ,w§ (Ca))]
D E[ i (X,p1(81) (1) 122 (61, 02) (%2) s (62) (12))
X fi (X,p1 (01) () 2 (65, 02) (N2) s (62) (A2)) |
L (X.p1 (61) (M) p2 (61,02) (02) s (62) ()

X fi (X, p1(07) (\1),p2 (01, 02) (A2) ,p3 (02) (A2)) [ (61 # 9/1)}

d
DE, [ / Fo (X, w1, 2, ug) fi (X, 0, uh, ug) p (dun) o (duh) o2 (dus) p? (du) p° (dus) |

where in step (a), we define C] to be an independent copy of Cj; in step (b), we recall C; =
(A1,01); in step (c), we recall 01, 0] ~ Unif ([0, 1]) and since Cy is independent of C, we have
01 # 0} almost surely; step (d) is owing to the independence property of the construction of the
functions p1, p2 and p3. We calculate the second term:

T

= /E [ft (Xvulv U2, wg (CQ)) ft (Xv u/lvu/25 wg (CQ))} pl (dul) p2 (duQ) pl (du/l) p2 (du/2)

E U/ f (X, ul,uz,wg (02)) p! (duy) p* (dus)

= /Ez [ (X, ur,ug,us) fi (X, uy, uh,uz)] pt (duy) p° (dug) p' (duy) p* (dub) p* (dus) ,
as well as the last term:

E |:H2 (X, CQ; W (f)) /ft (X, ul,ug,wg (CQ)) pl (dul) p2 (dUQ)
_E [ft (0 (€1) 0 (€1 Co) 08 (Ca)) [ o (Ko, (Co) o (dun) 2 )

- /Ez [fe (X, u,uz,u3) fo (X, uh, uy, ug)] pt (dur) p? (dug) p' (duh) p° (duby) p° (dus) .
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It is then easy to see that

E UH2 (X, CQ;W (f)) — /ft (X,ul,ug,wg (Cg)) pl (dul)p2 (dUQ)

.

Ho (X, Co; W(t)) = /ft (X, ul,u2,wg (Cg)) Pt (dul)p2 (dus) .

That is, we have almost surely

Note that the right-hand side is S3Z -measurable, and hence so is Ho (X ,Co; W (t))

Next we consider AL (Z, Ca; W (t)). Recall that

AY (2. e W (1) = 0L (y,5 (23 W (1)) 5 (Hs (25 W (1)) w3 (t, ¢2) 0 (Ha (2,025 W (1)) -
Then together with the existence of w3, we have A (Z, Co; W (t)) is S -measurable.

Now we consider Ec,, [AY (Z, Co; W (t)) w2 (t,C1, C2)]. With the existence of w3, there exists a
Borel function g; such that

Agj (Z, Cs; W (f)) W (t, Cy, Cg) = gt (Z, w(lJ (Cl) ,wg (Cl, Cg) ,wg (Cg)) .

Then with the same argument as the treatment of Ho (X ,Co; W (t)), one can show that
Ec, [A5 (Z,Co; W (1)) g (t,C1, Ca)] = /gt (Z,u (Ch) , ug,uz) p* (duz) p* (dus)

which is SZ-measurable.

Using these facts together with the existence of w], w; and wj;, we have Aj (CQ; W (t)) is Ss-
measurable, Ay (C1, Co; W (1)) is Si3-measurable and Ay (C1; W (t)) is Si-measurable.

Step 4: Closeness between the MF dynamics and the reduced dynamics. We shall use
||W — WH , with the same meaning as the distance between two sets of MF parameters. Recall

by Lemma 11 that [||W |||z < Kr since ||[W|[|o < K. By the same argument, | WHT < K. Then
by Lemma 13, we have forany ¢ < T,

ess-supsg;t) |A5 (Co; W (5)) — Az (Co; W (s))| < K |[W — WHt ,

ess-supstg ‘Ag (Ch,Co; W (3)) — Ag (Cl, Co; W (s))| < K HW — W”t ,
ess-supsgp |AL (C1; W (s)) — Ay (Cis W (s))| < K ||[W = W”t
s<t
We have:
ess-sup | Az (t,C1, C2) — Ag (C1, Co; W (1)) |
= €SS-sup |E [Ag (Cl, Cg; W (t))|82] — AQ (Cl, CQ; W (f)) ‘
< ess-sup |E [Ag (C1, Co; W (1)) [S2] — Az (C1, Co; W (1))
+ ess-sup B [Ay (C1, Co; W (1)) — Ay (C1, Cos W (1)) [S2] |

@ ess-sup [E [As (C1, Cos W (£)) — Aa (C1, Cos W (£))]S2]|

< ess-sup |A2 (Cl, Co; W (t)) — Ay (C1,Co; W (t))} ,
where step (a) is because As (Cl, Co; W (t)) is Sy3-measurable from Step 3 and S13 C Sy. As

such, - -
€ss-sup ’Ag (t, Cl, CQ) — AQ (Cl, CQ; W (t))‘ S 2KT HW — WHt

almost surely for all rational ¢ < 7T'. By continuity in ¢ of both sides, the same holds for all t < T'.
Hence by Assumption 1,

0 0 _
Eﬁa (t,C1,C4) — 2 (t,C1,C9)| < K ‘Az (t,C1,C2) — A (C1,Co; W (f))’

29



Published as a conference paper at ICLR 2021

< 2Kr|[W W],

for all ¢ < T' almost surely, which leads to
[@2 (£, C1, Ca) — w2 (t,C1, Ca)| < 2KT/; W —wl, ds
almost surely. One can obtain similar results for w; versus w; and ws versus ws. Therefore,
w =il < o [ Jw -] as.

Since W (0) = W (0), by Gronwall’s inequality,
since 7' is arbitrary,
wy (t,C1) = w1 (t,Ch), W (t,C1,C2) = ws (t,C1,Ca), w3 (t,Co) = ws (t,Ch),

for all ¢ > 0 almost surely.

W — WHt = 0 forall t < T. In other words,

Step 5: Concluding. The first claim of the lemma is proven by the conclusion of Step 4 and by
choosing wi = w7, w3 = w; and w3 = w3, as well as the measurability facts from Step 3. To
prove the second claim, since A (Z,Cy; W (t)) is S§ -measurable and HW WH , = 0 forall

t > 0, there exists a Borel function Agf * such that
AY(Z,Co; W (1) = AF (2, Co; W (1) = AG™ (8, Z, w3 (Ca))

for all ¢ > 0 almost surely, by the same argument in Step 2. These facts, together with the dynamics
of wy and wa, imply that almost surely, for all ¢ > 0,

0
—ws (t,C4, C
ath ( ) U1, 2)

= 6 (OB, [AF" (120§ (o) g1 ((w] (tud (1) . X)),

—w] (t wl (C4 )
==& (O Ez [Ec, [A5" (1,

t
with initialization w} (0, w? (C1))
we get:

0
ot
Z, g(C ) wa (t,C1, Ca)] @ ((wi (t,wf? (Ch)), X)) X],

). Substituting the first equation into the second one,

gtwl (t wy (Cl)) = _51 (t) Ez [Ecz [Ag* (tv Za wg (CQ)) wg (Clv CQ)] 90/1 (<’LUI (tvw? (Ol)) aX>) X}
+ 51 (t)/o 52 (S) EZ,Z’ |:EC2 [Ag* (t, Z, wg (Cg)) Agl* (S, Z/, wg (Cg))}

x 1 ((w] (s,w(lJ (C1)) . X") ¢} ((wi (t,w(lJ (C1)), X)) X |ds.

Note that by an argument similar to Step 3,
Ec, [A3" (t, Z,w3 (Ca)) wh (Ch, Ca)] = /Ag* (t, Z,uz) uzp® (duz) p° (dus) ,

which holds for all £ > 0 almost surely by the same argument in Step 2. We thus obtain:

Syt () = —60 () [ B [A (0. Zous) uah (0 (1 10), X)) X] 7 (dua) p (du)
2600 [ @O Baz| [ AL (2,00 A" (.20 ()
< o (w0 (5, 1), X)) 2 ((wf (), X)) X | ds,

with initialization w7y (¢,u;) = uy for all u; € supp ( ) and ¢t > 0. O
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An important ingredient of the proof is that the distribution of wy (¢, C7) has full support at all time
t > 0, even though we only need to assume this property at initialization ¢ = 0. This key property is
proven by a topology argument, supported by the measurability result of Lemma 16. We remark that
a similar property for two-layer networks is established in Chizat & Bach (2018) using a different
topology argument.

Lemma 17. Consider the same setting as Theorem 8. For all finite time t > 0, the support of
Law (w; (t, Cy)) is R4

Proof. By Lemma 16, one can choose a neural embedding such that there exists Borel functions wj
and Af * for which almost surely, for all t > 0,

w1 (t, Cl) = ’LUT (t,w? (Cl)) y
A (2,Co; W (1)) = AF* (t,z,wg (Ca)),

where W (t) is the MF dynamics formed under the coupling procedure with this neuronal embedding
as described in Section 3.1. Furthermore,

0
St (1) = = [ Bz [AF (0, 2,00) uapl (0 (1 0), X)) X] 0 (dus) ° d)
t
+ / Ey [ / AH* (8, Z,us) AE* (5, 2" us) p* (dus)
0

o1 ((wi (s,u1), X)) @y (Wi (,u1) , X)) X | ds,

with initialization w (0,u1) = w; for all u; € supp (pl) and ¢ > 0, where Z’ is an independent
copy of Z. We recall from Lemma 12 that
ess-supA* (¢, Z, w3 (C2)) = ess-supAY (Z,Co; W (t)) < Ky,

where K; denotes a generic constant that depends on ¢ and is finite with finite ¢. Therefore, by
Assumption 1, for ¢ < T and uy, u} € supp (p*),

8 * 8 * / * * / ‘ * * /
Ewl (t,u1) — Ewl (t,u)| < Ky fwy (6 u1) — wi (¢ uy)| + Ky lwi (s,u1) —wi (s,uy)|ds

0

< Krsup |wy (s,u1) — wi (s,u})],
s<t

—wi‘ (t,ul) S KT.

Applying Gronwall’s lemma to the first bound:

sup [wy (t,u1) — wi (t,u})] < e wi (0,u1) — wy (0, u))|
t<T

K /
=e"7 lup — uf.
Furthermore the second bound implies

sup |wi (t,uy) —wi (t',u1)| < Krlt —t'].
14/ <T

Therefore (¢, 1) — w3 (¢, u1) is a continuous mapping on [0, 7] x R? for an arbitrary T > 0.

Given this continuity, we show the thesis by a topology argument. Consider the sphere S? which is
a compactification of RY. We can extend wj to a function M : [0,7] x S — S fixing the point at
infinity, which remains a continuous map since | M (t,u1) — ui| = |M (t,u1) — M (0,uq1)| < Krt.
Let M; : RY — R? be defined by M; (uy) = M (t,u1). We claim that M; is surjective for all finite
t. Indeed, if M fails to be surjective for some ¢, then for some p € S%, M; : S — S%\ {p} — S¢
is homotopic to the constant map, but M then gives a homotopy from the identity map M, on
the sphere to a constant map, which is a contradiction as the sphere S is not contractible. Hence
w} (t,-) is surjective for all finite t. Recall that wy (t,C1) = w} (¢, w{ (C1)) almost surely and

w{ (C4) has full support. Now let us assume that w; (¢, ) does not have full support at some
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time ¢, which implies there is an open ball B in R? for which P (w; (t,C;) € B) = 0. Then
P (wi (t,w) (C1)) € B) = 0. Since wj (t,-) has full support, there is an open set U such that

w} (t,u1) € Bforalluy € U. Then P (w) (C1) € U) = 0, contradicting the assumption that

w? (C1) has full support. Therefore wy (¢, C;) must have full support at all £ > 0. O

With this, we are ready to prove Theorem 8.

Proof of Theorem 8. Recall, by Theorem 1, the solution to the MF ODEs exists uniquely, and by
Lemma 17, the support of Law (wy (t,C1)) is R at all t. By the convergence assumption, we have
that for any € > 0, there exists T (¢) such that for all t > T (¢) and P-almost every ¢;:

Ec, [|[Ez [AF (Z,Co W (1) 1 ((wr (1), X))][] <e.
Since Law (wy (¢, C1)) has full support, we obtain that for  in a dense subset of R?,
Ec, [[Ez [A3 (Z,Co; W (1)) o1 ((u, X))][] < e.
By continuity of u +— 1 ({u, x)), we extend the above to all u € RY. Since 1 is bounded,
Ec, [|[Ez [(AY (Z,Co; W (1) — AY (Z, Coy iy, w2, w3)) 1 ((u, X))]|]
< KE [|A (2,00 W (8) = AY (Z, Cas 1, 00, w5)|
< KE[(l + |ws(Ca))) (|w3(t, C2) — w3(Ca)| + [@3(Ca)| [wa(t, C1, C2) — w2 (Ch, Ca)

+3(Co)| [@2(C1, G fn (8, C1) = dn ()] ).

where the last step is by Assumption 1. Recall that the right-hand side converges to 0 as ¢ — oo.
We thus obtain that for all u € R?,

Ec, ||(Bz [Af (2, Cosion, i, 5) X = a] 01 (0, 0)) |

= E02 HEZ [Agj (Z, Cg;ﬂ)l,wg,ﬂ}3) ©1 (<U,X>)} H
-0,

which yields that for all u € R? and P-almost every cz,
}(Ez [AY (Z, co3 01,10, 03) |X = 2] , 01 ((u, x>)>L2(PX)’ —0.
Here we note that by Assumption 1,
‘EZ [Af (Z, co; w1, Wwe,w3) | X = x” < K |ws (e2)],

and so Bz [AY(Z coyw1,wp,ws3)|[X =2| is in  L*(Px) for P-almost ev-

ery ca. Since  {¢1 ((u,-)): we R} has dense span in L?(Px), we have
Ez [Af (Z, co; w1, W, ws) | X :x} = 0 for Px-almost every x and P-almost every co,
and hence

Bz [02L (Y, (X; w1, w2, ws))| X = x] @ (Hs (x; W1, W, w3)) W3 (c2) 5 (Ha (2, co; W1, w2)) = 0.

We note that our assumptions guarantee that P (w3 (Cs) # 0) is positive. Indeed:

* In the case w9 (C2) # 0 with positive probability and &5 () = 0, the conclusion is obvious.

* In the case . (w?, wd, wl) < Ez [L (Y, ¢3(0))], we recall the following standard prop-

erty of gradient flows:
L (wi(t,) wa (b)) ws (t,0) <L (wi () w2 (F,-,0) ,ws (¢,0))
for t > t'. In particular, setting ¢ = 0 and taking ¢ — oo, it is easy to see that
L (w1, w2, w3) < L (w], wh,w3) < Ez [L(Y,¢3(0))].
If P (w3 (Cz) = 0) = 1 then .Z (w1, w2, ws) = Ez [L (Y, ¢3(0))], a contradiction.
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Then since ¢} and ¢4 are strictly non-zero, we have Ez [0.L (Y, § (X ; w1, W, w3))| X =] = 0
for Px-almost every x.

In Case 1, since £ convex in the second variable, for any measurable function g(z),
L (yv g (I)) - L (ya jj (Ia mla ﬂ)Qv ’(I)g)) Z 82‘C (yv g (Ia mla mQa 1D3)) (g (.I) - y (Ia mla va ’(I)g)) .

Taking expectation, we get Ez [L (Y, 7 (X))] > &£ (w01, W2, W3), i.e. (W1, We, w3) is a global mini-
mizer of .Z.

In Case 2, since y is a function of x, we obtain 9oL (y, ¢ (x; w1, w2, ws)) = 0 and hence
L (y, 9 (x; w1, we,ws)) = 0 for Px-almost every .

Finally we have from Assumptions 1, 3:
1L (W (1)) — & (w1, w2, w3)| = [Ez [ (Y, 5 (X;W (1)) = LY, § (X3 W1, W2, w3))]|
< KEz[|§(X;W () — 9 (X5 w1, w2, w3))]]
< KE{|U/3 (t,C2) — w3 (Co)| + w3 (C2)] |wa (t, C1, Cz) — wa (C1, Ca)|

+ [ws (C2)| |w2 (C1, Co)| w1 (t, C1) — Wy (Cl)@

which tends to 0 as ¢ — oco. This completes the proof. |

E CONVERSE FOR GLOBAL CONVERGENCE: REMARK 9

We prove a converse statement for global convergence in relation with the essential supremum con-
dition (6).
Proposition 18. Consider a neuronal embedding (Q, F, P, {w?}izl 2_3) of (pl, 02, p3)-i.i.d. ini-

tialization. Consider the MF limit corresponding to the network (1), such that they are coupled
together by the coupling procedure in Section 3.1, under Assumptions 1, 2, & (-) = & (-) = 1.
Assume that L(y,§) — oo as |§| — oo for each y. Further assume that there exists ws such that as
t — oo,

Ec, [lws(t, C2) — w3(C2)[] = 0.

Then the following hold:
* Case I (convex loss): If L is convex in the second variable and
Jim .2 (W (1) = inf.Z (V),
then it must be that

0
sup E¢, ngg (t,Cl,Cg):| —0 ast— oo.

c1€Q

* Case 2 (generic non-negative loss): Suppose that 02L (y,y) = 0 implies L (y,9) = 0, and
y = y(x) is a function of x. If £ (W (t)) — 0 as t — oo, then the same conclusion also
holds.

Proof. We recall

S (161, 2) = B [00L (Y, (X3 W (1) ws (1, c2)

Xy (Hs (X; W (1)) ¢ (Ha (X, 25 W (1)) 1 (w1 (£, ¢1) ,XM,

for c; € Oy, co € o. By Assumption 1,

- wz (L, c1,02)| < KEz [|02L (Y, 5 (X3 W (1)))]] [ws (2, c2)] -

ot
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Note that the right-hand side is independent of ¢;. Since E¢, [|ws(t, C2) — w3(C3)|] — 0 ast —
00, we have for some finite tg < K,

Ec, [[ws(C2)|] < Ec, [lws(to, Co)|] + K < K,

where the last step is by Lemma 11 and Assumption 2. As such, for all ¢ sufficiently large, we have:

sup Ec, Hgth (t,c1,C2) } < KEz [|0L(Y, 9 (X5 W (1)) Ec, [Jws (¢, C2)]

)
c1e
< KBz [[0:L (Y, 5 (X; W ()] (K + Eg, [[ws (C2)[])
S KEz [[0:L(Y, 5 (X; W ()]
The proof concludes once we show that Ez [|02L (Y, § (X; W (¢)))|] — 0 as t — oc.
Forafixed z = (x,y), letus write £ (¢, 2) = L(y, §(z; W (t))) and D2 L(t, z) = 2Ly, §(a; W (¢)))
for brevity. Consider Case 1. We claim that if there is an increasing sequence of time ¢; so
that lim; . [L(t;, 2) —infy L(y,9)] = 0, then lim; , [02L(t;, 2)| = 0. Indeed, it suffices
to show that for any subsequence ¢;; of ¢;, there exists a further subsequence ¢;;, such that
limg o0 ’(%L(tijk , z)} = 0. In any subsequence ¢;; of t;, using that L(t;,,z) is convergent and
the fact L(y,y) — oo as |[y| — oo, we have §(x; W (t;;)) is bounded. Hence, we obtain a
subsequence ¢;; for which §j(x; W (t;; )) converges to some limit §*. By continuity, we have
L(y,§*) = limy_o0 L(ts;, , z) = infy L(y, §). Thus, since L is convex in the second variable, we
have 92 L(y, §*) = 0. Thus, limy_, 0 ‘(%E(tijk , z)’ = [02L(y,§*)| = 0, as claimed. Similarly, we
obtain in Case 2 that if there is an increasing sequence of time ¢; so that lim;_,, [L(¢;, z)] = 0, then
limi_mo |62£(ti, Z)| =0.
To show that Ez [|02L (¢, Z)|] — 0ast — oo, it suffices to show that for any increasing sequence of
times ¢; tending to infinity, there exists a subsequence ¢;, of ¢; such that Ez [|82£ (tij A ) H — 0. In
Case 1, we have limy_yo0 -Z (W (#;)) = infy £ (V), 50 limy_s 0 E [c (ti, Z) — infy L(Y, Y)] -
0. Since L (t;, Z) — infy L(Y, Y) is nonnegative, this implies that £ (t;, Z) — infy L(Y, Y)
converges to 0 in probability. Thus, there is a further subsequence ¢;; for which L (¢ ( i ) —
infy L(Y, }7) converges to 0 P-almost surely. By the previous claim, E( ij,Z)] con-
verges to 0 P-almost surely. Since ‘622 (tij, Z)‘ is bounded P-almost surely, we obtain that

Ez [|02£ (ti,, Z)|] — 0 from the bounded convergence theorem. The result in Case 2 can be
established similarly. |

F USEFUL TOOLS

We first present a useful concentration result. In fact, the tail bound can be improved using the argu-
ment in Feldman & Vondrak (2018), but the following simpler version is sufficient for our purposes.

Lemma 19. Consider an integer n > 1 and let x, ci, ..., ¢, be mutually independent random
variables. Let E, and E. denote the expectations w.r.t. x only and {Ci}ie[n] only, respectively.

Consider a collection of mappings { f;}, e[n] which map to a separable Hilbert space F. Let f; (z) =
E. [fl (Civ I)]

el

Proof. For brevity, let us define

i (ci,x) — fi (x)| < R almost surely, then for any
<—8R ex _n_52 <@ex _n_52
20) s e g ) S 5 P T5p2 )

Z filei,x) = fi(2)).
i=1

Zfz Ciy T 1( )

By Theorem 21,
P (|Zn (z)] > ndlz) < 2exp (—nd*/ (4R?)),
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and therefore,
P(|Z, (z)| > né) < 2exp (—né*/ (4R?)) ,

since the right-hand side is uniform in z. Next note that, w.r.t. the randomness of x only,
Ex [|Zn (2)]] = Bz [| 20 (2)| L(|1 20 (z)| 2 n6/2)] + Eq [| Zy (2)| L(|Z0 (2)] < nd/2)]
<E; [|Zn (2)|1(|Zn (z)| > nd/2)] + nd/2.
As such, by Markov’s inequality and Cauchy-Schwarz’s inequality,

P (Ey [[Zn (2)[] = 1) <P (Eqy [[Zn (2)[1(|Zn (2)] = nd/2)] = nd/2)

< %Enzn (@)|L(1Zn (2)] > n8/2)]

2
no
4 2 1/2 n52
< —E|[|Z, @] exp (- >

1/2
< ZE[|Z0@)P] P (120 (@) 2 n8/2)?
8R?
Notice that since ¢y, ..., ¢, are independent and f; (z) = E. [f; (¢;, 2)],
E [|zn (x)|2] -3 E [|f1- (ci,z) — f; (;c)ﬂ < R,
i=1
We thus get:
8R nd?
This proves the claim. O

We state a martingale concentration result, which is a special case of (Pinelis, 1994, Theorem 3.5)
which applies to a more general Banach space.

Theorem 20 (Concentration of martingales in Hilbert spaces.). Consider a martingale Z,, € Z a
separable Hilbert space such that | Z,, — Z,,—1| < R and Zy = 0. Then for any t > 0,

P <r,§13;< |Z| = t> <2 inf exp <—At + ess-sup];]E [eA'Z’FZH' — 1= NZk — Zj | | fMD ,

In particular, for any 6 > 0,

P |Z| >nd ) <2 —n—62
el znd ) < 2ep( ~op )

The following concentration result for i.i.d. random variables in Hilbert spaces is a corollary.
Theorem 21 (Concentration of i.i.d. sum in Hilbert spaces.). Consider n i.i.d. random variables

X1,..., X, in a separable Hilbert space. Suppose that there exists a constant R > 0 such that
|X; — E[X;]| < R almost surely. Then for any § > 0,

1 né?

zn:Xi ~E[X]]
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